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LONDON, FEBRUARY 8, 1868. 
—__—_>——— 

SINCE OUR LAST ISSUE it has been finally decided 
that the Lord Justiceship of Appeal in Chancery can no 
Jmger remain practically vacant, and Sir John Rolt’s 

ation has been accepted. We only re-echo the 
gntiments of the profession, when we say that we are 
mfeignedly sorry that Sir John Rolt is not about to 
wappear in the Appeal Court. The decision of the 
Government has probably been influenced by the un- 
wal extent to which the Chancery Appeai business 
has accumulated, in consequence of the Lord Chancellor 
being occupied the whole of last term over one case. 
Inthe meantime Sir John Rolt, if his recovery con- 
tioues as at present, will at any rate be able, bye and 
bye, to do good service in the Privy Council, and we may 
hope that there is now nodanger of his being tempted to 
setto work too soon. With respect to his successor, the 
Solicitor-General, we cannot, with every kindly feeling for 
Sir Charles Selwyn, but regret that he has been selected for 
this important post. It is generally understood that Sir 
Roundell Palmer had previously declined the office ; but 
there are yet several other gentlemen, members of the 
Chancery bar, whose decisions as Lord Justice of Appeal 
would have carried more weight than any decision of Sir 
Charles Selwyn’s can ever possess, Mr. Brett, Q.C., of 
the Northern Circuit, succeeds as Solicitor-General. 

There will now be a vacancy in the represen- 
tation of the University of Cambridge. Mr. Beres- 
ford Hope and Mr. Cleashy, Q.C., intend, we under- 
stand, to contest the seat, and one or two other legal 
candidates are spoken of. Sir Charles Selwyn will, it 
isstated, sit for the first time next Monday, 

















THE APPEAL BusInEss of the Court of Chancery 
has now been thrown considerably into arrear. Of the 
88 appeals standing on the list at the beginning 
of term only one haz been heard by the Court, and 
two or three have been withdrawn. Moreover, ten 
have been set down during the term, leaving at least 
% appeals in arrear, the earliest of which was set down 
in February, 1866. The one case heard during term is 
that of Betts v. Neilson, Betts v. De Vitre, which oc- 
cnpied the Lord Chancellor during the entire sittings and 
the arguments were only concluded on the last day of 
term, when his Lordship reserved judgment. 

Under the Act of last session Lord Cairns has sat 
alone and disposed of 21 appeal motions, leaving a 
balance of 26 to be disposed of in the sittings after 
term, We are not entitled to expect that many of the 
ninety-four appeals now on the list will last the same 
number of days which were taken up in the hearing of 
Betts v. De Vitre, but there are probably several 
which will last two or three days or even a week each. 

In the other courts the business is very much in the 
same condition as at the commencement of term. The 
list of the Master of the Rolls, which numbered 74 causes, 
was increased by the setting down of fresh ones up tol43. 
His Lordship disposed of 69 during the term, leaving a 
balance of 74 still on the list of that court. Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart had 134 causes at the beginning 
of term, which number was increased up to 176, 








During the term 41 were disposed of, 135 being left on 
the list. Vice-Chancellor Wood disposed of 51 causes 
during the term out of 89 on his list, 36 were set down 
during the term and 74 remain. Vice-Chancellor 
Malins disposed of 31 causes during the term out of 88 
on his list, 53 were set down during the term and 111 
remain, 





THERE WAS ANOTHER DECISION, last week, upon one 
of the sections of the County Court Act, 1867. In 
Kimbray v. Taylor, an action against an attorney 
for negligence, the Court of Queen’s Bench decided, 
on the 31st of January, that s. 10 of the County 
Court Act, 1867, applies to all actions, no matter when 
commenced. This section gives a judge at chambers 
power to send actions of tort, commenced in a superior 
court, to a county court, when the plaintiff has no visible 
means of paying the costs, if the verdict should be for 
thedefendant. The Court held that the power given by 
the 10th section, affected the procedure only, and not 
the right of action, and in accordance with Wright v. 
Hale,9 W. R. 157, they held that the section was 
retrospective and applied to all actions, whether com- 
menced before or after the passing of the Act. 





ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT of the many questions 
which the commercial crisis of 1866 has raised in the 
courts of law and equity is that as to the effect of the 
ordinary transactions upon the Stock Exchange in the 
usual course of buying and selling shares. The holder of 
shares, when he wants to dispose of them, usually em- 
ploys a broker to sell them for him, this broker then sells, 
but without disclosing his principal’s name, to the first 
purchaser that he can find, who is most commonly a stock 
jobber,that is a sort of middle-man between buyers and sel- 
lers of stock and shares, whose sole business it is to buy and 
sell, but who does not buy with the intention of becom- 
ing himself the owner of the shares which thus pass 
through his hands, It very frequently happens that a 
contract for the sale of shares may thus pass through 
many jobbers’ hands before it reaches anyone who wishes 
to become the owner of the shares thus sold. The last 
sale is usually to a broker, who buys from a jobber on 
account of an undisclosed principal. A common contract 
for the sale of shares thus often passes through a broker, 
several jobbers, and then another broker before it reaches 
the real purchaser. On a day subsequent to the first sale 
of the shares, and which is called the name day, the name 
of the real purchaser of the shares is then given in to the 
vendor's broker by the jobber who first bought, and who, 
at the same time, pays the price agreed on between him 
and the broker. The vendor then executes a transfer of 
the shares to the person whose name is thus given, and 
the transaction is finally completed by the execution of 
the transfer by the vendee and by the registration of 
the vendee upon the register of the shareholders of the 
company as the owner of the shares, 

By the rules of the Stock Exchange, which are a set 
of rules for the government of the members of the 
Stock Exchange, if the ultimate vendee should omit to 
register the transfer, he alone is liable for the damage 
which may be caused thereby, and not the jobber, who 
first bought the shares. This view of the legal position 
of the parties appears to conflict with the old rule of 
law, that a chose in action cannot be assigned, and the 
legal effect of such stock jobbing transactions, and of 
the rules of the Stock Exchange, has often been 
discussed. Until last week, however, no decision had, 
as far as we are aware, been given upon thispoint. In, 
one case in the Court of Chancery (dawkins v. Maliby, 
15 W. R. 1075, Law Rep. 4 Eq. 572) the question was 
touched upon, but the case was decided upon another ground, 
Grissel v. Bristowe, in which the considered judgment of 
the Court of Common Pleas was delivered on the 31st of 
January last, seems to be the first case where the effect, 
of these contracts has recived judicial decision, It is of 
course impossible to discuss this case fully at i as. it 
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has yet only been reported in the daily papers we can only 
point out very briefly the chief facts and the decision given 
thereon. It was an action by a vendor of shares who 
had sold in the usual way to a jobber through a broker, 
to recover from the jobber damages for the loss which the 
vendor had sustained in consequence of the omission by 
the person whose name the jobber (the defendant) had 
given in as the purchaser, to register the transfer from 
the vendor to himself upon the register of the company. 
In consequence of the vendee not registering himself, the 
plaintiff’s name still remained upon the register as owner, 
and he was compelled to pay some calls subsequently 
made upon the shares. 

The defence in effect came to this, that the defen- 
dant had done all that he had contracted to do, which 
was to pay the price of the shares and to give the name 
of a purchaser; and, secondly, that the defendant had 
settled accounts with the plaintiff's broker in re- 
spect of those as well as of other shares, and that conse- 
quently the defendant was diseharged from all liability 
to the broker, and by the rules and the course of dealing 
of the Stock Exchange the plaintiff was in the same 
position in this respect as his broker. 

The majority of the Court of Common Pleas (Bovill, 
C.J. and Willes and Keating, JJ.) held that the defendant 
was liable for the default of his nominee to register, as 
the effect of the defendant’s contract was that he under- 
took to pay the pricé and to cause the shares to be regis- 
tered, and that he was liable for the damage caused by 
their not being registered; and, further, that no settle- 
ment between the defendant and the broker, of which 
the plaintiff was not aware, could affect the right of the 
plaintiff against the defendant. This judgment appears 
to imply, although apparently it does not expressly decide, 
that the plaintiff had no right of action against the de- 
fendant’s nominee. 

Byles, J., dissented from this view of the law, and was 
of opinion thatthe defendant was not liable. He thought 
that the plaintiff, by executing the transfer of the shares 


to the defendant’s nominee, had accepted the nominee 
instead of the defendant,and that all rightof action against 


the defendant was gone. He moreover thought that the 
plaintiff was bound by the rules of the Stock Exchange, 
and that for this reason also he was not liable, as the 
settlement between the defendant and the plaintiff's 
broker was by those rules a defence to the defendant 
against the plaintiff's claim. His Lordship did not say 
whether an action would lie at the suit of the vendor 
against the nominee, but he seemed to think that the 
vendor had a remedy against him, either by filing a bill 
in chancery for specific performance of the contract, or 
by an action in the name ofthe jobber. 

It is unfortunate that there should have been any dif- 
ference of opinion amongst the judges upon so important 
a question, and this will be an additional reason for 
obtaining the decision of a higher Court. It is indeed 
a case that ought to goto the House of Lords, as it is only 
by a decision of the Court of Ultimate Appeal that the 
questions involved can be satisfactorily settled. The im- 
portance of the decision to the members of the Stock 
Exchange is shown by the faci that a meeting was 
called by them the day after the decision was given, and 
the following resolution was passed : “ That the decision 
of the Court of Common Pleas in the case of Grissell v. 
Bristowe involves so great a departure from the funda- 
mental principles upon which the business of the public 
has hitherto been conducted on the Stock Exchange, 
and so seriously affects the interestsof members and of the 
public, that it is the opinion of this meeting that the 
case ought to be carried to a higher tribunal.” During 
this week also the names of companies whose shares are 
nt fully paid up have been omitted from the official list 
of the Stock Exchange. 

We have purposely abstained from expressing an opi- 
nion upon this case before the appearance of the report, 
and we shall then probably examine its legal and practical 
bearings more in detail, We must, however, express 





—————=—= 
our unqualified dissent from the proposition tha 
all the rules of the Stock Exchange are, as guoh 
binding upon the public in their transactions : 
and with its members. The well known case of Tay. 
lor v. Stray, 5 W. R. 528, does not go this length, nor ig the 
proposition maintainable. Some of the rules undoubted}. 
have by long usage become publicly recognized rule, 
and as such binding on the public; they are then, ag 
usages, but not otherwise, imported into the ing 
entered into by the public. Moreover, the comparison of 
the Stock Exchange rules to those of a market is not 
perfectly accurate. In the first place, they are rules madg 
by a private body for the control of its own members, 
and in the second place they are not, like those of , 
market, circulated freely so that every one may know 
them. 


THAT THE Railway Companies Act of 1867 shonld 
so soon have given rise to a conflict of opinion between 
two such eminent judges as Vice-Chancellor Wood and 
Lord Cairns is not very creditable to our system of Par. 
liamentary legislation, although some excuse may be 
found in the circumstances under which the Act in 
question was framed and passed. 

According to the Vice-Chancellor, the Legislature con. 
templated by the scheme of arrangement authorised by the 
Act, a sort of bankruptcy without a cessio bonorum, and 
intended that all classes of outside creditors, as they are 
called, namely, those who have not, like‘the mortgagees and 
debenture-holders, a specific interest in the undertaking, 
and whose assent is accordingly not required, should be 
bound by it, subject to the special exception in favour of 
the landowners, which he thought was created by the 
28rd section. With regard to this we have no doubt 
that the view taken by Lord Cairns is correct, and that 
all the outside creditors were intended to be placed on 
the same footing, and his Lordship’s statement, which 
we shall best express in his own words, of the object 
and meaning of the clauses relating to the schemes of 
arrangement in question seems also to recommend 
itself as sound. “The company is unable t 
meet its engagements, The scheme is expected to result 
in the production of new capital or loans wherewith the 
engagements may be satisfied. But if, while the scheme 
is maturing, and the requisite assents are being obtained, 
the company and its property are torn asander and de- 
stroyed by litigation and executions, the remedy proposed 
by the scheme will come too late. An interim power 
must therefore be given to the Court to stay actions on 
proper terms, and executions must be made dependent 
on the leave of the Court.” In the case in which the 
above conflict of opinion has arisen, that of Zhe Cambrian 
Railways Company, such leave was refused on the ground 
that the clauses in the scheme, by which the landowner 
was to be paid pari passu with the debenture holders 
and mortgagees, and not before a period of five years had 
elapsed, were in substance a provision, not that the land- 
owner should, but that he should not, be paid; and that 
to obtain the sanction of the Court “the scheme muss 
afford a reasonable prospect of providing for payment of 
the claims of creditors, and thus compensate them for 4 
temporary suspension of their remedies.” We apprehend 
that some difficulty may arise as to what, except imme- 
diate payment, will be a reasonable mode of satisfying 
such creditors, and the decision will probably cause some 
disappointment among the unhappy class of railway 
sharehold rs and debenture holders, 

An important case (reported 16 W. R. 335) in which 
@ question of priority between the statutory bondholders 
of the Newry and Armagh Railway Company and the 
holders of Lloyd’s bonds of the same company who had 
registered a judgment on them was discussed, reminds us 
that difficulties of construction do not arise only in the 
more recent statutes. A leading case of Russell'v. Hast 
Anglian Company, some time ago decided that bondholders 
and mortgagees under the Companies Clauses Act had no 
charge on the property and effects of the company, and 
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that the tolls only were liable to their demands. A deci- 
sion has now been given that such bondholders, although 
they have not recovered judgments have, as well as mort- 
gagees, not only aright to payment out of, but a lien on, 
these tolls, so that a receiver, being in possession on 
pehalf of the holders of the Lloyd’s bonds, who had by 

istering their judgments become statutory mortgagees, 
should be extended so as to secure payment to such 
statutory bondholders. On account of the special effects 
of a registered judgment in Ireland, precisely the same 
caso cannot arise here, but important questions of priority 
gem nevertheless to be involved in the decision, and it 
will, at any rate, if supported, enable a bondholder to 
obtain a receiver without first recovering judgment at 
law, although we should recommend him not to omit this 


precaution. 


INTHE CASEOF Edwards v. Edwards and Theobald,which 
was heard before the Judge-Ordinary without a jury on Fri- 
day and Saturday of last week, the following state of facts 
was brought to light in regard to the method employed by 
Mr, Jones, managing clerk to Messrs. Daniels, Drew, & 
Daniels, of 55, Fore-street, E.C., in getting up evidence 
for the defence. 

The suit was by the husband for dissolution of marriage 
on the ground of adultery, and the pleas were desertion 
anda counter-charge of adultery. The defence failed at 
every point, but what we desire here to draw attention tu, 
is the way in which it was attempted to support the plea 
of the husband’s adultery. Four young women were 

in the box, aud asked the usual series of disgusting 
questions which are sufficiently offensive to a mere 
listener, but which must amount to the most terrible 
species of moral torture when addressed in open court to 
a pure unmarried woman, who finds herself speaking in 
public for the first time in her life, and openly worried by 
a practised Queen’s Counsel on the question as to whether 
or not she isa whore. The first of these witnesses gave 
evidence in favour of the defence, which we need not 
refer to further than by saying that it was characterised 
by the Judge-Ordinary as most shameless, and not to be 
believed for an instant. The other three denied every 
suggestion of the counsel—denied that they had made 
statements (such as those suggested) to the managing 
clerk, Mr. Jones, on a previous occasion—denied, in some 
instances, that Mr. Jones had ever put such questions to 
them. 

The inference here of course was that these witnesses 
had been bought by the other side. Accordingly, Mr. 
Jones, who had sat in court laughing to his counsel 
while this torture, thrice repeated, was going on, was 
called, but at the last moment it would appear his courage 
failedhim. “Had such a witness said so and so to him, 
or had she not, when he made inquiries of her before the 
trial ?” Mr. Jones could not recollect ; he had put ques- 
tions to six or seven women, and in his mind he could 
not (valuable managing clerk as he was) distin- 
guish the answers of one from those of another. 

The Judge-Ordinary.—But you made out the evidence 
for your counsel’s brief, did you not, Mr. Jones? Do you 
mean to tell the Court that you do not recollect which 
witness made any particular statement? 

Mr. Jones.—I made out the “proofs” in the brief 
partly from the answers of the women to my questions, 
and partly from my instructions. I am unable now to 
refer the several statements to their respective sources. 

After Mr, Jones had left the box, the Judge-Ordinary 
temarked that Mr. Jones had, to his credit, told the truth 
when actually placed in the witness-box, but it was to be 
regretted that he had not earlier stopped his counsel 
when engaged in examining the witnesses as if they had 
perjured themselves, 

To our mind this censure is much too mild. The 
finer qualities of Mr. Jones’ character—those in fact 
which do him credit, according to the learned judge— 
would seem to be moral peculiarities entitling him to 
rank with Noah Claypole. Society aay congratulate 











itself that this gentleman was afraid to perjure him- 
self, but this reluctance can scarcely be said to have 
adorned, though it may have neutralised, his cha- 
racter. 

The case was tried before the Court without a jury, 
and in making a decree nisi his lordship observed, ‘* In 
the interests of justice there is sometimes in this Court 
@ paramount necessity that certain very disgusting 
questions should be put to a witness. Where that 
paramount necessity does not exist there is the utmost 
wickedness in submitting a young woman to such 
moral torture. In this case three young women have 
been brought up to town from Bridport, and without 
the shadow of a reason as it has turned out. I am glad 
to say that this is the first instance in this Court of so 
flagrant and iniquitous a proceeding. I cannot speak in 
terms of too great reprehension of this attempted de- 
fence, and should such a case occur again, I shall take 
care that every means at the disposal of the Court are 
used to bring all concerned in such disgraceful conduct to 
the punishment they deserve. In this case the only 
punishment the Court inflicts is that the expenses of these 
witnesses shall be borne by the defence and shall form 
no part of the wife's costs which, with this exception, 
must of course be paid by the husband as costs are not 
here prayed for against the co-respondent.” 

The learned judge spoke with great dignity and 
earnestness, and his face flushed with an indig- 
nation which was manifestly genuine, and with 
that indignation we cordially sympathise; but if the case 
really called for all this, surely it demanded more, Why 
is Mr. Jones to escape, and his successor in iniquity to be 
punished ? He sinned—if at all—against no technical 
and half-understood rule of practice, but against the most 
ordinary rules of humanity and decency. The infrequency 
or even the absolute novelty of a flagrant offence 
is scarcely a reason for letting it pass altogether un- 
punished. Sir James Wilde is so exceedingly able a 
man that it seems almost ridiculous to accuse him of a 
confusion of ideas, but in this case we think he has 
striven to justify an unwise moderation, by something 
very like obscure thought. If the offence had been 
common in the Court over which he presides, but had not 
lately been punished, his course would have been intel- 
ligible, for to revive the action of a disused law, is in effect 
to legislate judicially ex post facto. But here the flagrancy 
of the offence,which had previously prevented its occurrence 
should, now that the offence had occurred, have se- 
cured its instant and condign punishment. 





Mr. Josaua WILLIAMs has just issued an additional 
appendix, (published by Sweet, Chancery-lane), to the 
7th edition of his very valuable work on real 
property, under the title of “Common Appendant,or 
the Common Law Right of every Freehold Tenant of a 
Manor to Common on the Lord’s Wastes.” Common 
appendant he defines to be the right of every free tenant 
of arable land by the common law to depasture on the 
lord’s wastes all commonable cattle—i.e., cattle subser- 
vient to the tillage and manurance of such Jand,—the 
number being limited to as many as the land is capable 
of maintaining on it by its produce through the winter, 
thence called levant and couchant onthe land. It seems 
that in the third of the six essays on the preservation of 
commons, which we discussed ante vol. xi., pp. 929, 951, 
971, Mr. F. O. Crump remarked that Mr. Williams differed 
on this subject from the Court of Exchequer Chamber in 
the Eurl of Dunraven v. Llewellyn 15 Q. B. 791, but 
without stating his reaxons ; and this remark has drawn 
from Mr. Williams the present pamphlet, in which he 
tells us what those reasons are. In Lord Dunraven vy. 
Llewellyn the lord of the manner of Ogmore, in 
Glamorganshire, to prove that the locus in quo was 
parcel of the wastes of his manor, tendered evidence of 
reputation, by the declarations of deceased tenants of the 
manor, who had exercised rights of common for their 
commonable cattle over the adjoining waste of M. within 
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the manor, that the locus in quo was parcel of M., and 
waste of the manor. There was, however, no evidence 
that these tenants had exercised rights of common over 
the land in question, but the Court said this did not 
affect the admissibility of the evidence, but only its 
value when admitted ; and therefore the only question was 
whether Mr. Baron Platt was right in ruling that the 
subject was not one of a sufficiently public nature to 
justify the reception of hearsay evidence relating to it. 
On a bill of exceptions judgment was given in the 
Queen’s Bench for the defendant, and, on error being 
brought in the Exchequer Chamber, that Court confirmed 
Baron Platt’s ruling and the judgment of the Court 
below, and held that common appendant was not a right 
of all tenants, but belonged only to each grantee before 
the statute of guia emptores of arable land by virtue of 
his individual grant, and as an incident thereto, and being 
therefore only the individual right of some, and not the 
general right ofall, it was not of so public a nature as 
to warrant the admission of evidence of reputation con- 
cerning it. Mr. Williams admits that common append- 
ant cannot belong to any but arable land; but he con- 
tends that, as in the time of the Normans, all the 
tenants of the manor, as a rule, were tenants of 
arable land, their rights were the rights of the whole 
agricultural public in that manor, and, as such, of a 
sufficiently public nature to make reputation properly 
admissible in questions concerning them ; in fact, that 
the tenants of arable land were all the tenants as a 
class. ‘The exceptions,’ he says, ‘‘to the rule that 
common appendant is the common law right of every 
free tenant of a manor depend simply on this, that the 
special nature of certain subjects of tenure renders 
common appendant inappropriate to their enjoyment.” 
Thus common appendant could not be claimed in respect 
of a house without any curtilage or yard, because cattle 
could not be levant and couchant on it, “ unless it were 
on the top of the house (2 Brownlow 101); nor could 

it be claimed in respect of ancient meadow, because no 
beasts were required to till it. And these exceptions, he 
holds, only confirm the rule, that of common right every 
freeholder is entitled to common appendant in the 
lord’s wastes. The rule, moreover, has produced doc- 
trines of law which turn solely on the distinction that 
this kind of common is of common right, whilst 
other kindsare not. For, first, it is on this ground that 
it is unnecessary to prescribe for common appendant ; 
for though Lord Coke says appendants are ever by pre- 
scription, yet common appendant is so well known to the 
law as a common right belonging to all, that in pleading 
it is sufficient to mention it, without further description ; 
whereas if it had been the peculiar right of each grantee 
it would have been necessary to setit out ; and secondly, 
“ if a man purchase part of the land wherein common 
appendant is to be had, the common shall be apportioned, 
because it is of common right, but not so of common 
appurtenant.” Co. Lit. 122a. The conclusion, there- 
fore, to which Mr. Williams comes is “that the proposi- 
tion laid down in books of authority, that common ap- 
pendant is the common law right of every tenant of 
freehold lands, is as accurate as any general proposition 
can be, and is not to be explained away into a number of 
distinct and peculiar grants made only to certain tenants 
individually,” and that Lord Dunravenv. Llewellyn was 
on this point wrongly decided, 

We have said enough to indicate the line of Mr. 
Williams's argument on this rather abstruse subject. He 
seems to us to have given strong grounds for dissenting 
from Lord Dunraven vy. Llewellyn and, as might be ex- 
pected, he has illustrated this appendix to his “ Real 
Property” with great learning and research. 





ASSIGNMENTS FOR BENEFIT OF CREDITORS. 

Can an unstamped and unregistered trust deed for the 
benefit of creditors be given in evidence as an act of 
bankruptcy? There have been contradictory decisions 





on the question, but the Court of Common Pleas, in the 
case of Ponsford v. Walton (reported in the current num. 
ber of the Weekly Reporter), has now answered it in the 
affirmative. The 194th section of the Bankruptoy Act, 
1861, provides that such deeds shall be registered within 
twenty-eight days of execution, “ and in default thereof 
shall not be received in evidence;” and the 195th section 
provides, apart from the general stamp law, that no decd 
requiring registration shall be registered unless stamped ag 
there required. In thecaseof Re Mew and Thorne, 5 1. J, 
N.S. 431, Mr. Commissioner Holroyd held such a deed ad. 
missible, though not registered, and without a stamp, as 
proof of an act of bankruptcy; and he is reported to haya 
said, “the words‘ andin default thereof shall not be received 
in evidence,’ must necessarily apply where the deed ig 
attempted to be put in evidence to enforce a contract, 
and not where it is put in evidence simply for the pur. 
pose of upsetting it and making it an act of bankruptcy, 
I may add that this is my deliberate opinion after 
mature consideration, and not a mere off-handed expres. 
sion of opinion.” This decision was given in 1861, and 
was the deliberate judgment of a very able lawyer. In the 
following year the point was again raised before Lord 
Chancellor Westbury, in Hv parte Wensley, 11 W. R, 
241, and his Lordship came to the same conclusion, ap- 
parently on the same grounds. It seems, however, that 
there was very little discussion on the matter, and the 
case of Re Mew and Thorne was not cited. So far all 
was plain sailing; but in 1865 the point again came be- 
fore Lord Chancellor Westbury in Zw parte Pottcr, Re 
Barron, 13 W.R. 189, and he then decided exactly the 
opposite way, adding that it would require a good deal 
of argument before he should be prepared to support Ez 
parte Wensley. It is clear, however, that his Lordship 
overruled Lv parte Wensley in rather an off-hand man- 
ner, for both he and the counsel believed it to be a deci- 
sion of Lord Chancellor Campbell, who had died befora 
the Bankrupt Act of 1861, on which the case was de- 
cided, came into force; an error that one would suppose 
the most cursory examination of the case would have 
made impossible. His Lordship would have scarcely 
overruled Liv parte Wensl y so summarily had he known 
that it was not a decision of his predecessor, but his own. 
The point again came up in the Court of Common Pleas 
the other day, when Mr. Brown, Q.C., who argued it, 
stated that he had been informed on good authority that 
Lord Westbury now thought his first decision the right 
one. The Court took that view, and held unanimously 
that an unstamped and unregistered deed of assignment 
of all the debtor’s property for the benefit of his credi- 
tors might be put in evidence to show an act of bank- 
ruptcy by him. 

Both on principle and authority this seems a sound de- 
cision, The stamp is not of the essence of the instru- 
ment, and if it were required in every case, irrespective 
of the purposes for which the instrument is put in, it is 
difficult to see how the stamp duties could be recovered. 
Besides, unless some such doctrine were acknowledged, 
the forger might have secured immunity so long as he 
took care that the instrument he had forged failed to 
satisfy the stamp laws; or he might forge the will of a 
living person, and escape on the plea that a living person 
could not in law havea will. As might be expected, the 
distinction between an instrument being admitted in 
evidence as such or in support of its intention, and being 
admitted for collateral purposes, was early recognised in 
criminal cases; as in Reculist’s case, 2 Leach, C0. C. 703, 
where a man was indicted for uttering an unstamped 
promissory note, knowing it to be forged; and now stamps 
are expressly dispensed with in criminal cases by statute. 
Perhaps the leading case on the subject generally is Cop- 
pock v. Bower, 4 M. & W.361. There a petition was pre- 
sented to the House of Commons against the return of a 
member on the ground of bribery. An agreement had 
been entered into that in consideration of a money pay- 
ment the petitioner should forbear to prosecute the peti- 
tion, and this agreement had been reduced into writing, 
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put not stamped. On an action being brought to re- 
gover the money so paid, the defendant was allowed to 

ive the agreement in evidence to show its illegality. 

Thus the distinction arising out of the purpose for 
which the instrument is produced was clear and well- 
known. In “ Archbold’s Bankruptcy,” however, 11th ed. 
p. 55, it is suggested that a deed not properly stamped 
gould not be made evidence of an act of bankruptcy, 
and Whitwell v. Dimsdale, Peake N. P. ©. 224 (not 
168, as Archbold gives the reference), is cited as an 
authority to that effect. This case, however, when 
looked at, turns out to be an authority the other 
way. The report shows that there was an agree- 
ment by the debtor to assign all his effects to his 
sons, and it was produced without a stamp to prove his 
insolvency; but Lord Kenyon, at Nisi Prius, refused to 
receive it for any purpose whatever, although Hamwhkes- 
mood’s case, Leach, 221, was cited to him, where a man 
was convicted of forging an unstamped bill of exchange. 
The learned reporter, however, adds in a note that soon 
after the Exchequer Chamber disregarded this Nisi Prius 
decision, which was given in 1793, and that Lord Ken- 
yon himself, in Reculist’s case, in 1796, approved of 
Hawkswood’s case. Thestatement in “ Archbold’s Bank- 
tuptey” therefore seems to be unfounded. 

In Lx parte Potter, Re Barron, Lord Westbury is re- 
ported to have said—“ It is quite clear that the deed was 
uced to the commissioner as having been an effectual 
conveyance of the debtor’s property anterior to the adju- 
dication which the commissioner had made; ” and in 

Ponsford vy. Walton, Lord Chief Justice Bovill lays hold 
of this remark to suggest that something must have been 
omitted in the reportof Ha parte Potter which, if it had 
been inserted, would have tended to show that Lord 
Westbury’s second decision was not so entirely opposed 
to his first, We apprehend, however, that all that Lord 
Westbury meant by the remark was, that the deed was 
set up as a conveyance at Common Law, and consequently 
as being, from that point of view, an act of bankruptcy 
prior to the adjudication. And on searching the various 
reports of Hx parte Potter we fail to find anything to give 
countenance to Chief Justice Bovill’s suggestion. Our 
belief is that Lord Westbury overruled Ew parte Wensley 
without examining it, and that the Chief Justice only 

meant by his suggestion to prevent his judgment from 
appearing to clash too much with Ze parte Potter; but 
if so, it is rather hard on the reporter to make him the 

scapegoat, however small or imaginary the omission im- 
puted to him. 





RAILWAY COMPANIES AND LANDOWNERS.* 

There is one result of reckless railway speculations 
familiar enough to the readers of our legal reports, but 
to which the public, occupied with the recent revelations 
as to the internal management of {railway companies 
and the manner in which balance-sheets have been 
cooked and false dividends declared, has paid but little 
attention. We mean the position in which landowners 
are placed whose land has been taken and used by in- 
solvent railway companies without the purchase-money 
having been paid. In the case of sales of land between 
individuals and corporations whose purposes are notof a 
public character, the unpaid vendor, as our readers 
know, has a lien or charge on the land for his purchase- 
money, which he may enforce, if necessary, by taking 
proceedings in equity and obtaining a sale of the land, 
but where the land has been sold to or taken by a cor- 
poration constituted for public objects, and moreover, in 
the instances we are considering, converted into a public 
highway, considerations arise of a peculiar nature, and 
the ordinary rules are not sufficient to determine what, 
if any remedy, the unpaid vendor will be entitled to. 

We propose to review some of the recent cases bearing 
on this question, in order to ascertain, if possible, both 





® Bishop of Winchester y. Mid Hants Railway Company, V.C. 8., 1% 
WR 125 REG, 17. on 5 





what the lawis, and what improvements might be made 
in it. 

The first case we shall mention is that of Walker v. 
Ware Railway Company, 14 W.R. 158, 1 L. RB. Eq. 195. 
Here part of the plaintiff’s land had been taken by the 
company under an agreement with him, and part under 
their compulsory powers. The amount to be paid was 
settled by arbitration, and judgment recovered for it, 
but the company being insolvent the plaintiff filed his 
bill asking for specific performance, and a declaration 
of his lien on the land and a sale to realise it, and 
in the meantime an injunction against the company and 
their lessees, the Great Eastern Railway Company, ora 
receiver. The Master of the Rolls refused to grant this 
temporary relief, but made a declaration that the plain- 
tiff was entitled to a lien on the land taken, and an order 
for a sale of such land in default of payment of the 
unpaid purchase money ; forcibly remarking—* Can it 
be said that a railway company may take a man’s land 
without paying for it, and when he seeks to enforce pay- 
ment of the purchase-money, may set up as a defence 
the right of the public? The public cannot be inte- 
rested in having a man deprived of his property.” In 
Cosens v. Bognor Railway Company, 14 W. R. 1002, 1 L. 
R. Ch. 594, the circumstances being similar, the Vice- 
Chancellor Stuart, on motion, granted an injunction, and 
the order was affirmed by the court of appeal, Lord Jus- 
tice Knight Bruce thinking that an extraordinary case 
justified an extraordinary order, although Lord Justice 
Turner said that a receiver should have been appointed, 
or some other course taken. This case was virtually 
overruled by Pell v. Northampton Railway Company, 15 
W. R. 27, 2 L. R. Ch. 100, Lord Justice Turner saying, 
that a receiver might perhaps be obtained, and Lord 
Justice Cairns noticing the inconsistency of asking for an 
injunction in a suit for specific performance,and remarking 
that payment intocourt would have been more appropriate. 
This last remark, and the fact mentioned by Lord Jus- 
tice Turner, that the laud was only being used for the 
purpose for which it had been sold, show that all that 
these cases really decide is, that no remedy by injunction 
will be given on an interlocutory application; and, the 
general rule, where land is sold for ordinary purposes, 
being that the purchaser, having taken possession, will 
not, in a suit for specific performance, be turned out of 
possession, unless he is committing waste or causing 
permanent injury to the property, so, where the pur- 
chase is for the construction of a railway, the break- 
ing up of the land and its adaptation for that 
purpose will not be considered such waste as to 
entitle the vendor to that kind of relief. We find, 
accordingly, that in a suit of Sedgwick v. Watford and 
Rickmansworth Railway Company, 15 W. R. Ch. Dig. 
146, 36 L. J. Ch. 379, which came before the Master of 
the Rolls for hearing, subsequently to the decision in 
the last case, he made the same order as he had 
made in the case of Walker v. Ware Railway Company 
(ubi. supra) ; and that, although a receiver had been ap- 
pointed in a suit by a debenture holder, who, as well as 
some judgment-creditors, were made defendants in the 
suit. The order in this last case of course assumes that 
the land in question could be sold. But an attempt 
having been made by a judgment-creditor to obtain, 
under the recent statute, a sale of not only the super- 
fluous land, but of that actually used by the company, 
Lord Justice Cairns, in the Bishop’s Waltham Railway 
Company case, 15 W. R. 96, 2 L, R. Ch. 384, said :-— 
* Surely the railway is not saleable ; and if you wish to 
enforce your judgment against the tolls, this is not the 
proper course of proceeding.” Since this case we do not 
see how any order can be made to enforce by sale a 
vendor’s lien on any but the superfluous land of the com- 
pany ; and in an unreported case of Zivining v. Tottenham 
and Hampstead Railway, which came before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Malins in November last, he expressed his regret 
that he could only make a declaration of the plaintiff's 
lien, useless as it might be without the consequential 
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relief of sale, injunction, or receiver. We come now to 
the case we have placed at the head of this article, which 
we look at rather as a protest against some of the pre- 
vious decisions than as settling the law on the 
subject. The land had been taken by the com- 
pany under an agreement, but not paid for, and specific 
performance, injunction, and declaration of lien, and, if 
necessary, sale and receiver, were accordingly asked for 
by the bill. The order made was for specific perform- 
ance, and a declaration of lien and payment of the money 
within three months, with liberty to apply, but the Vice- 
Chancellor doubted whether any judge would hold that 
there might be a different law in the case of contracts 
made by railway companies from that where the 
contract is made by an ordinary purchaser, and that 
it was new to him to hear that any Act of Par- 
liament had authorised any railway company to take 
and use lands with a view to their own profit, and for 
the convenience of the public, without performing their 
contracts, and he was evidently inclined, in default of 
payment, to make the order asked for. 

If the question were one simply of private right 
versus public convenience, the remark of Lord Chelms- 
ford, in Raphael v. Thames Valley Railway Company, 
15 W. R. 322, 2 L. R. Ch. 151, that “it was at least ques- 
tionable whether in a case where there has been a deter- 
mined and wilful breach of an agreement by a railway 
company, the element of public convenience ought to be 
introduced, so as to prevent a decree for specific per- 
formance,” would have perhaps as much weight where 
an unpaid vendor sought specific performance as in a 
case like that just cited, where some specific works agreed 
to be executed by the company had not been made. But 
there is an earlier question, and that is—what are the 
rights of a landowner whose property has been sold to 
or taken by a railway company? It is no doubt much 
to be regretted, as Lord Cairns said of the rights of 
debenture-holders, that these rights have to be deter- 
mined after so large an amount of property is involved, 
but the rights themselves must be ascertained irrespec- 
tive of all considerations of hardship to individuals or of 
general policy. It seems, then, that although the exist- 
ence of the vendor's lien appears to be universally ad- 
mitted, yet incapable as it is of being enforced, such 
existence is rather in name than in reality, and for prac- 
tical purposes the unpaid landowner may be looked upon 
as an ordinary creditor. 

Whether this ought to be the case is, of course, an- 
other question. However, we cannot further discuss the 
subject at present, or enter on the important question of 
the relative position of creditors and debenture-holders, 
but some observations on this arising out of the Cam- 
brian Railway’s case (reported in the current number of 
the Weekly Reporter,) will be found in another column. 





ELECTORAL CORRUPTION. 


The student of constitutional history who pursues his 
studies back to the period at which the practice of sum- 
moning burgesses to Parliament first originated, finds that 
in old days the franchise and the position of the man 
selected by its possessors were by no means invariably re- 
garded as prizes to be coveted, much less as worth buying 
at any considerable outlay. He finds towns contending 
strenuously that they ought not to be under the obliga- 
tion of returning any burgesses to serve in Parliament, 
or accepting as a favour a dispensation from represen- 
tation for a term of years, Country gentlemen especially 
he finds endeavouring, by evsry possible means, to shirk 
the expensive and troublesome duty of serving as knights 
of the shire. Burgesses then received wages, but in 
spite of this emolument the honour of going to serve in 
Parliament was not one which ordinary men were 
always inclined to covet. Astime advanced, a seat in the 
House of Commons got to be regarded with more favour, 
as an honour rather than a burden, and Mr, Hallam 
lays it down that under Edward IV, it was certainly an 





object of ambition. Every inch of ground gained by the 
Commons in the course of their long struggle against 
prerogative, overy successful resistance offered by them to 
arbitrary demands for supplies, made the position of a 
knight or burgess more honourable, as well as less dig. 
agreeable ; and in addition to this there arose, as time 
went on, another and less satisfactory reason for which 
that position came to be in request. As the Commons 
gained power, and as political parties grew up, it became 
worth while to expend money, money’s worth, or that 
which could produce money, to secure elections, or to buy 
over members. Venal members and vendible electors 
soon acted and reacted upon each o:her, and though, as 
Mr. Hallam observes, there did not in early times exist 
the means of “ that splendid corruption which has emu. 
lated the Crassi and Luculli of Rome,” time and use 
served to develop the system into the perfection which it 
has reached in modern times. Early instances look small 
enough compared with the magnificence of modern 
corruption; but when we come to the middle of 
the last century we find the system in full opera- 
tion. Sooth to say, its operation seems as active 
now at when its workings were conducted with 
less disguise. We do now, it is true, take more 
pains to conceal what goes on ; we do not, now-a-days, 
have Sudbury advertised for sale, or Thomas Long brib- 
ing the borough of Westbury in the lump with £4; but 
Mr. Bernal Osborne was, nevertheless, perfectly truthful 
when he stated, in the House of Commons, last session 
that one-half of the House would never have entered it 
but for the length of their purses. It seems a singular 
thing that electoral corruption should be so notorious as 
it now is, and yet that so little should be done to check 
it. Ask any respectable inhabitant of Bridgewater or 
Ipswich how much corruption took place there on the 
last general election; and yet, for anything that has 
been done, it will in all probability occur at the next 
opportunity. Ask any respectable inhabitant of Lyme 
Regis how elections are usually decided in that borough, 
and what was the highest price paid at the last election; 
and yet it is now many years since there was even 80 
much as an inquiry into a return made from that 
virtuous little constituency. 

Hitherto it is evident that legislative action has failed 
to deal successfully with the evil ; and, perhaps, as we 
occasionally hear it said, it is rather hard to expect the 
House of Commons to be in earnest on such a subject. 
The Bill of last session deserved commendation in one 
respect, inasmuch as it would have introduced a system 
of referring election petitions to a tribunal not consist- 
ing of hon, members ; but with regard to pains and 
penalties it would have let the peccant voter off easier 
than at present, and dealt still more leniently with 
the candidate, who bribes, as the custom is with those 
who do bribe, by means of convenient friends and agents. 
Meanwhile, on the 13th of this month, the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, according to his previous notice, is to move 
for leave to introduce a new Bribery Bill ; and in anti- 
cipation of this measure we have deemed it not out of 
place again to call the reader’s attention to this impor- 
tant subject. As all other measures have hitherto failed, 
it is worth while, now that another new measure is on the 
tapis, to take a cursory glance at the law as it now 
stands 

It is of comparatively late years only that the Legisla- 
ture has at all purported or attempted to deal with this 
evil. The earlier statutes relating to Parliamentary 
elections do not touch the subject, and the pains 
and penalties which they inflicted had relation 
merely to the duties of the returning officers and the 
oaths of allegiance and supremacy to be taken by the 
electors. Subsequently we find penalties inflicted on 
the creation of collusive estates for the qualification of 
electors, but we are not aware of any statutory dealing 
with the subject of bribery earlier than the 2nd of George 2, 
1729, which provided that if any person should “ask, 
receive, or take any money or other reward by way of 
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loan, orother device, or agree or contract for any 
poney, gift, office, employment, or other reward what- 
wever, to give his vote, or to rcfuse or forbear to give 
his vote in any election; or if any person by him- 
gif, or any person employed by him, should by 
sy promise, or agreement, or security, for any gift or 
reward, corrupt or procure any person or persons to give 
hisor their vote or votes, or to forbear to give his or 
their vote or votes, in any election, such person 
should forfeit £500 and be ever after disabled from 
yoting or exercising any office or franchise as a member 
of any city, borough, town corporate, or cinque port.” 
Under the Bribery Act nowin force (17 & 18 Vict. c. 102), 
soy candidate found guilty personally or by his agents 
of britery, treating, or the exercise of undue influence, 
js incapacitated from sitting during that Parliament for 
that county, city, or borough. To be found guilty of 
bribery or being bribed, or of the offence of undue in- 
fiuence, is also rendered a misdemeanour, and the per- 
sons convicted are liable to certain small penalties; 
the revising barrister is also directed to strike the 
names of all convicted parties from the register, and their 
names (except where they have received certificates of 
indemnity) are to be laid before the Attorney-General 
with a view to his prosecuting. The last-mentioned 
provision, however, may be said to be practically a dead 


So much for the pains and penalties provided for 
offenders when detected. The most important considera- 
tion, however, undoubtedly is—the nature of the pro- 
vision which we have for ensuring detection; and un- 
fortunately it is in this respect that hitherto our system 
has proved most defective. There is in reality no such 
provision ; the detection of cases deserving investigation 
isleft to chance. Some person may take it into his head 
to present a petition against the return of the member 
(giving security for costs and running the risk of having 


’ toincur very heavy expenses), or, as is more commonly 


the case, no one may care to take the matter up, and so 
the case is never brought before the House at all. The 
result is that, compared with the amount of corruption, 
very few cases are inquired into. This system of “chance 
petitions ” does not work well, and there is every reason 
why it should not. There is the expense contingent on 
failure, which must deter some who might otherwise from 
public spirit desire to promote an investigation. Again, 
it is very seldom, we imagine, that the bribery has been 
wholly on one side, and this must supply a very powerful 
inducement to many a candidate or his friends to remain 
quiet and trust to better luck at another election. There 
is also the contingency, no small one by the way, that 
after presentation of a petition the petitioner may be in- 
duced by sovereign reasons him thereunto moving to 
compromise the matter and withdraw his petition. And 
there is, over and above all, the danger that an investi- 
gation might lead to disfranchisement of the borough—a 
sufficient inducement to prevent most electors from com- 
ing forward after a contest in which money has been 
spent pretty freely. 

It is evident that if the Legislature is to do anything 
towards repressing electoral corruption, the first step 
must be to provide some machinery, for bringing cases 
before the notice of thetribunal by which they are to be 
dealt with, It is impossible, while this is left to such a 
narrow chance as at present, to hope that any fair pro- 
portion of the actual cases of corruption can ever be 
brought up for investigation. Probably the only 
means of effecting this object may be to have an 
inquiry, as a matter of course, after every election. 
This remains to be determined, but it is, we repeat, cer- 
tain that any bill, to effect any real amelioration in this 
matter, must deal first with the difficulty from this point 
of view. With regard to the penalties to be inflicted on 
bribers and bribees ; that is comparatively a minor con- 
sideration, and one, at any rate, which we shall defer 
until the new Bill has been laid before the House. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 
PRACTICE IN Privy CouNCcIL—APPEAL. 

Levien v. The Queen—Privy Council, 16 W. R. 159. 

There is but little authority to be found in the re- 
ports as to the jurisdiction and practice of the judicial 
committee of the Privy Council in criminal matters. 
For this reason almost any case of a criminal nature de- 
eided by this Court deserves notice here. In Levien v. 
The Queen the appellant had been convicted in Jamaica 
of a misdemeanour, and had been imprisoned in conse- 
quence. He obtained from the judicial committee the 
usual leave to appeal. After the granting of this leave, 
and before the hearing of the appeal, this sentence was 
remitted and the appellant was released from prison. 
When the appeal came on for hearing the Court decided 
that it must be dismissed, on the ground that no good 
purpose could be answered by continuing the appeal. 
They said that a remission of the sentence gave all the 
substantial, if not all the technical, benefits of a free par- 
don, and that the appellant therefore, had obtained all 
that he could substantially desire. The appeal was 
therefore dismissed, each party bearing their own costs. 





COMMON LAW. 
PoWER OF RAILWAY COMPANY TO CONTRACT. 


Taylor vy. The Chichester and Midhurst Railway 
Company, Ex.Ch., 16 W. R. 147. 


Corporations as a general rule have the same power 
to contract and incur the same liabilities by contracting, 
as natural persons. They are, however, only bound, if 
their contracts are under their common seal. The rule 
as to the form of their contracts is thus stated in Smith's 
Mercantile Law (7th ed. 105). A corporation being an 
invisible body, cannot manifest its will by oral communi- 
cation ; a peculiar mode has, therefore, been devised 
for the authentic expression of its intention, namely, 
by the affixing of its common seal. It is the affixing 
of the seal and that only which unites the several assents 
of the individuals composing it, and makes one joint 
assent of the whole. If a contract is not made in this 
way, the corporation is not bound thereby, unless the 
contract falls within one of three classes of cases, which 
form exceptions to the rule we have just stated. These 
cases are (1) where the making of a certain description of 
contract is necessary for the purposes for which the corpora- 
tion wascreated.* Or (2) when the making of the contract, 
by seal, would be inconvenient or absurd on account of the 
frequent recurrence of the necessity for making such con- 
tracts, or, on account of their trivial natureas, for instance, 
the hiring of servants, workmen, etc., or (3) when the 
contract is executed on one part, and the corporation has 
received the benefit of it, as where goods are sold to 
a corporation and received and used by them. Such 
are the general rules as to the form of contracts made 
by corporations. Railway, banking, and trading com- 
panies are an important description of corporations. These 
companies are partnerships, and their members would 
have the same rights and be under the same liabilities 
as in the case of ordinary partnerships if they were not 
subject to special statutory regulations, Joint-stock 
companies always have a corporate name, and their 
members are not directly liable for the obligations of the 
company, and they can always sue one another or the 
company, or be sued by the company in a court of law. 


* It is noteworthy, as regards Joint Stock Companies, that the Court 
of Appeal in Chancery (Lord Cairns and Turner, L.JJ.) held in the 
Peruvian Railways Company Case, 15 W.R. 1002, that the Act of 1862 does 
not confer upon companies, as an incident of theie incorporation, the power 
to accept bills of exchange or issue negociable securities, but that their 
power in these respects depended on their memoranda and articles of 
association. In the case before them the Lords Justices held that a 
power “ of doing all things and making and performing all contracts” 
which in the directors judgment should be necessary and proper for 
carrying into effect the company’s object (the acquisition of concessions 








for railways) comprised the power in question. 
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Such companies are, therefore, always corporations, and 
as such their contracts must be made in the manner 
required by law in the case of other corporations, unless 
there are statutory regulations upon the subject. 
The Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845(8 & 9 
Vict. c. 16, 8. 97) gives power to. the directors of com- 
panies, to which that Act applies, or a committee of such 
directors to make contracts on behalf of their company, 
tn the same form as would be required in the caseof a 
contract of an individual. In the Companies Act, 1862, 
there isno special provision, except as to the making, 
&e., of negotiable instruments and the appointment of 
an attorney to execute deeds abroad, as to the form of 
contracts made by companies registered under that 
Act, and contracts made by such companies must, prior 
to the last session of Parliament, have been under seal, 
unless they fell within the excepted cases we have before 
mentioned. By 30 & 81 Vict. c. 131, s. 35, all con- 
tracts made by companies registered under the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, may now be made in the same form as 
would be required if the contract were made with a 
natural person, If it is such a contract as must be 
made under seal, then it must be under the seal of the 
company, in other cases, it may be made either by writing 
signed or by parol, as the case may be, on behalf of the 
company, by any person authorised to make such con 

tracts. This enactment is not precisely the same as 
that of section 97 of the Companies Clauses, &c. Act, in- 
asmuch as any person authorised by a company registered 
under the Companies Act, 1862, may now make contracts 
in the ordinary way, whereas, under the Companies 
Clauses, &c., Act, 1845, it isonly directors who are au- 
thorised to do so. Notwithstanding these statutes, the 
old common law rules still apply to contracts made by 
corporations which do not fall within the provisions of 
any statute upon this subject. 

Besides the consideration as to the form of con- 
tract, there is another question which may arise 
where the corporation is created by Act of Parliament 
for particular purposes—viz., is the contract ultra 
vires?—i.e., is it beyond the power of the company to 
make such a contract irrespective of the form in which 
it is embodied. The rule upon this point is very clearly 
laid down by Parke, B., in South Yorkshire, Sc., Company 
v. Great Northern Railway Company, 9 Ex. 84. He says, 
“ Where a corporation is created by an Act of Paliament 
for particular purposes with special powers, then indeed 
another question ” (7.¢., besides the question of its form) 
“ arises. Their deed, although under their corporate seal, 
and that regularly affixed, does not bind them if it appear 
by the express provisions of the statute creating the cor- 
poration, or by necessary or reasonable inference from its 
enactments, that the deed was ultra rires—i.c., that the 
Legislature meant that such a deed should not be made.” 
The question, what amounts to a contract ultra vires, was 
much discussed in Zaylor v. The Chichester, §c., Railway 
Company, and there was some difference of opinion 
amongst the judges. The plaintiff who owned land over 
which it was proposed to extend the defendants’ line, 
agreed upon certain terms with the defendants not to 
oppose the bill for the extension, and the defendants 
covenanted absolutely with the plaintiff to pay him 
£2,000 three months after the passing of the bill 
(whether his land were or were not taken by the com- 
pany) as consideration for any injury which he might 
sustain in consequence of the making of the proposed ex- 
tension, &c, The bill was passed, and it, as well as a 
former Act which incorporated the company, contained 
a provision that moneys raised by the company should be 
applied “ only’ to the purposes authorised by these Acts 
respectively. Neither of these Acts authorised expressly 
an application of the money of the company, such as that 
contemplated by the covenant, After the expiration of 
three months the plaintiff commenced this action to re- 
cover payment of the £2,000. Four of the judges of the 
Exchequer Chamber held that the plaintiff could not re- 
cover on the ground that the contract was ultra vires, 








and that the company therefore were not boun] thereby 
Willes and Blackburn, JJ., held that the contract Wasnot 

ultra vires, and that the plaintiff was therefore entitly 
to recover. 

The judges who held that the contract was void baseq 
their decision upon the ground that the contract was ay 
absolute one to pay the money, whether the plaintifp, 
land was ever taken or not, that the covenant therp. 
fore amounted to a contract for the appropriation of 
the funds of the company not authorised by these asts, 
That purposes not authorised by the Acts were by im. 
plication prohibited by those Acts which provided that 
the money raised by the company was to be applied 
“only” to the purposes therein mentioned. That ag 
the contract was therefore prohibited by the Legislature, 
it was ultra vires, and no action could be maintained 
upon it. 

Willes and Blackburn, JJ., held that the question 
was not whether the defendants had by their Acts of in. 
corporation authority to make this contract, but 
whether they were by these Acts forbidden to make it, 
and they thought that these acts did not forbid sucha 
contract. 

Blackburn, J., in his judgment, citing The Eurl of 
Shrewsbury v. The North Staffordshire Railway Company, 
14 W. R. 220, points out that the expression ultra vires 
has two meanings. It may mean (1) that it is not 
authorised by the Legislature as if a company is em- 
powered to make a railway it cannot go and makea 
harbour, or (2) that it is not such a contract as binds 
all the shareholders without their express assent, 
Blackburn, J., then explains the distinction between 
these two classes of cases. In the first place the con- 
tract would be void altogether. In the second the con- 
tract would only be void in the sense that a non-assent- 
ing shareholder may object to the making of such a con- 
tract and might take proceedings in e, Court of Equity to 
restrain the company from proceeding therewith. He 
then said that in his opinion the contract did not fall 
under the first head, and was therefore not void at law, 
but he pointedly guarded himself from expressing any 
opinion as to whethe~ shareholders who had not assented 
to the contract would have any relief in equity. Willes, J, 
agreed with Blackburn, J., thatthe contract was binding 
upon the company, but he seemed to think that it was 
very unlikely that the non-assenting shareholders could 
obtain relief in equity. 

The result of this case is of course in accordance with 
the opinions of the majority of the judges, and decides 
tkat a company created by statute has no power to make 
a contract which provides for an application of its funds 
not authorised by its Act of incorporation. The fact, 
however, that two such learned judges as Willes and 
Blackburn, JJ., differed from the majority of the Courf, 
necessarily diminishes somewhat the weight which a con- 
sidered judgment of the Court of Exchequer Chamber 
must always possess. 








REVIEW. 


The Statutes, General Orders, and Regulations relating to the 
Practice, Pleading, and Jurisdiction of the Court of Chan, 
cery ; with copious Notes. Fourth Edition. By Gronit 
Osrorne Morgan and CuHaroxner W. Cuute, Ess. 
Barristers-at-Law. London; Stevens & Sons, 


The fact that a fourth edition of Mr. Morgan’s work has 
been called for, shows that it has proved a useful one to 
the profession, Since the last edition was issued, as far 
back as 1862, much matter has arisen for a new edition, 
for besides the great number of cases decided in this inter- 
val of time, and the Rules and Orders which lave beea 
made as to evidence and other points of practice, we have 
had Sir Jolin Rolt’s Act, Lord Westbury'’s Land Transfer 
and Declaration of Title Act, the County Court Equitable 
Jur'siiction ‘Act, 1865, the Railway Companies Act, 1867, 
and the County Courts Act of last year. The bulk of the 
present edition, however, has been kept down, as the pre 























et 

































mE SER ESTE EPERSEEES SERERE OF ES 

















































































































































































1868, 


ies 
1} thereby, 
et Was not 
re entitled 


void based 


ot Was an 
plaintig?; 
nt there. 
‘ation of 
C3€ ants, 

by im. 
led that 

applied 
That ag 
islature, 
intained 


[uestion 
8 of in. 
t, but 
ake it, 
such a 


“arl of 
npany, 
a vires 
iS not 
is em. 
lake a 
binds 
sent, 
bWween 
con- 
> COn- 
ssent- 
Con: 









































feb, 8,1868. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 





301 














face informs us, by omitting such portions of the last 
edition as seemed to the editors to be not required for pur- 
poses of practical utility; in fact, the present edition 
gontains but thirty-seven pages more than the preceding 


othe abstract question, whether or no it is advisable to 
from the entire bulk of Chancery practice those 
portions, and the corresponding principles and authorities, 
which arise out of special Acts of Parliament and General 
Orders, is a subject upon which there has been a difference of 
inion ; and perhaps, in the abstract, such distinctions 
gre not defensible: in practice, however, there is much 
more to be said for them, and it cannot be denied that 
there is a great convenience in having all the decisions 
pearing on these Acts and Orders arranged and grouped 
der the respective clauses to which they relate. In this 
way Mr. Morgan’s book has been exceedingly handy and 
terviceable to the profession, and the new edition will be 
as serviceable as its predecessors, if not more so. It pos- 
gesses the advantage of a copious index, which, so far as we 
have been able to test, it seems to be very well put to- 
gether. This we think to be a very great recommendation to 
a law book; though, perhaps, with an editionof Acts and 
General Orders the reader is more independent of the in- 
dex than is the case with respect to other works. A good 
index, however, is always a great desideratum, and a good 
index the present work possesses. The Attorneys and 
Solicitors’ Act of course comes early in the work ; and it 
is profusely noted with authorities, including many im- 
nt cases decided since 1862. The cases upon this 
and the other Acts, &c., given in the work are carefully 
brought down to the latest period before publication. 
There are, indeed, one or two citations which might have 
been included in the present edition; thus the case of 
Re Newman (upon the taxation of a solicitor’s bill of costs), 
iscited from the report ofthe decision of the Master ofthe Rolls, 
15 W. R. 630: though that was affirmed in a very note- 
worthy judgment of Lord Justice Rolt’s, reported in the 
Weekly Reporter of August 31, (15 W.R. 1190). These 
exceptions are, however, but trifling when we have regard 


- tothe vast number of cases cited. Following the example 


of the previous editions, the notable points of each case 
are shortly and tersely stated, so as not to encumber the 
pages with lengthy abstracts or citations, This is an 
example which might be followed to great advantage by 
other authors. We should then have fewer of those strings 
of head-notes which are occasionally published in the 
form of a law book. 

There is an important branch of Chancery practice 
which is not included in the present edition: we mean the 
winding-up practice under the Companies Act of 1862. 
Doubtless the editors considered that this subject was so 
large and so special that it was best left to be treated in 
works devoted exclusively to the Law of Joint-Stock 
Companies, and in this they were probably right. The 
Railway Companies Act of 1867 is given; but at the daie 
when the work was printed there had been no decisions 
upon the effect of its provisions. We can recommend the 
van before us to our readers asa good edition of a useful 








COURTS. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
NEWENT. 
(Before C. Sumner, Esq., Judge). 

Jan. 15.—Damage done by cattle straying through an imper- 
Sect fence—Burden of maintaining fence.—Dirt v. Nicholls.— 
This was an action for damages sustained by the plaintiff under 
the following circumstances ; The defendant formerly occupied, 
and is now the owner of,a garden adjoining the plaintiff s field ; 
from which field the plaintiff's sheep strayed though the defen- 
dant’s garden into a garden occupied by one Davis. The 
plaintiff had been called on to pay, and had paid Davis fur 
the damage done to his crops, and he now sued the defendant 
for the amount, alleging that he was liable to repair the fence 
through which, and owing to the defects of which, the sheep 
went astray. Mr, Mansfield, for the plaintiff, contended that 
the mere fact of the fence having been repaired for twenty 
years by the occupier of defendant’s garden, threw upon the 
defendant the burden of keeping in repair for the advantage 
of the plaintiff. 


Mr. SumNER thought, however, that neither that evidence 
the other evidence offered by the piaintiff was sufficient to 
prove such a prescriptive right on the one side and burden on 
the other.—Judgment for the defendant. 


Watkins v. Birt—In this case the occupier of the garden 
adjoining the field of the defendant, sued the latter, who was 
the plaintiff in the former case, for damage sustained by the 
sheep trespassing on his land on the same occasion. 

Mr. Sumner found thatthe defendant had no right to have 
the plaintiff's fence kept in repair for his benefit, and therefore 
gave judgment for the plaintiff—Damages £2. 


Bryant v. Nicholls,—In this case the occupier of a third 
garden sued the defendant in the first case for damages sus- 
tained by him on the same occasion. As between the imme- 
diate parties to this action there were not, and (as the closes 
did not adjoin each other) could not be any evidences of a 
prescriptive right in the plaintiff to the benefit of the defendant’s 
hedge. 

Mr. Sumner said that even if such a right on the part of the 
plaintiff in the first action had been proved, it would enure 
for the benefit of the plaintiff in that action only, and could not 
be called in aid by third parties. The plaintiff, whose garden 
was damaged, must look for compensation to Birt, whose 
sheep did the damage, and leave him to settle his own rights 
with the defendant.—Judgment for the defendant, 


LAMBETH. 
(Before J. Pirr Tarzoz, Esq., Judge.) 

Feb. 5.—Letting a House—A Promise to Let not an Agree- 
ment.—In an action for a quarter’s rent, the plaintiff stated 
that he had agreed to let his house for a term of years, that 
he did so let it, and that the last quarter’s reut had not been 
paid. The ‘‘ agreement” relied on was in writing, and was 
produced in Court; it was an unstamped document be- 
ginning “ I promise to let my house to Miss White,’’ (the de- 
fendant), with certain conditions as to rates, &c, 

Mr, Willis, for the defendant, contended that the docu- 
ment was a lease, or at least an agreement, and ought to bear 
a stamp. 

Mr. Moss, for the plaintiff, urged that the document was 
nothing more than a letter might have been. It did not 
bind the defendant to take the house, but was simply a 
statement of the terms upon which plaintiff was willing to 
let. The house was let upon those terms, and as there was 
no other document but this, the tenancy was an ordi- 
nary yearly oney subject to termination by a six month’s 
notice, 

Mr. Pitr Tartor said the document was a promise to let 
to the defendant, but was not even addressed to her. “I 
promise to let to Miss White,” might have been addresed to her 
father, brother, or friend. There was nothing to show that 
she was a party to what her advocate persisted in errone- 
ously calling an agreement. She could not have sued upon 
it had she been the aggrieved party. She was in fact an an- 
nual tenant, and as such must pay the rent claimed with 
costs, 

Lien for repairing and warehousing furniture—In an ac- 
tion by an upholsterer for repairs to a sofa and for ware- 
hcusing it after notice to defendant to fetch it away, the plain- 
tiff alleged that he had a right to charge for warehousing. 
The repairs were charged £2 2s., and the warehousing 
£2 7s. The plaintiff had not given up possession of the sofa. 

Mr. Prrr Tay or said no doubt plaintiff had a lien to the 
extent of the work done, but he had no right to charge for 
warehousing. To be entitled to sue ior the repairs plaintiff 
ought to have tendered the article. He would have been en- 
titled to his money in exchange for the article, but as he had 
not tendered it he must be nonsuited. 


~ 





MAGISTRATES, 
HANLEY. 
(Before —- Davis, Esq.) 

Feb. 3.—Auctioneers—Hawker's License, 51 Geo. IIT. c. 
41,s. 7.—Mr. Joseph Lane, auctioneer, of Wolverhamp- 
ton, was summoned on the charge that, on the 29th of 
January, at Burslem, he being a hawker, pedlar, petty 
chapman, and trading person, travelling from’ town to 
tewn, did then and there carry to sell and expose for sale 
divers goods, wares, and merchandize—to wit, drapery 
goods—without any license. : 





The information was laid under 50 Geo. 3, ¢, 41, 8. 17, 








302 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Feb. 8, 1969, 








It appeared that Mr. Lane had hired a shop at Burslem es 
a weekly tenant, and there sold by auction drapery goods, 
the property of a Mr. Hazeldine, of Brierley Hill. The in- 
formation was laid on behalf of the Tradesmens’ Associa- 
tion, of Burslem. Police sergeant German deposed to going 
to the shop occupied by defendant in Market-place, Burs- 
lem, on a certain night when the defendant was engaged 
in selling by auction a lot of drapery goods. At the close 
of the sale he asked Mr, Lane to show him his auctioneer's 
license, and he did so. Witness then asked if he 
had a hawker’s license, and he replied he had not. He 
(defendant) added, ‘‘ The goods aro not mine ; I am here 
only to sell them. They belong to Mr. Hazeldine, who has 
a hawker's license.” 

Mr. Heaton, for the prosecution, referred to Manson v. 
Hope, 10 W. R. 664, 2 B. & S. 498, 

Mr. Tennant, for the defendant, objected that the summons 
disclosed no offence. The defendant was not proved to be 
the person referred to in the section as going from town to 
town, and opening a room or shop, or exposing goods for 
sale; therefore, the latter part of the section did not 
apply. The only person proved by the evidence as going 
from town to town was Mr. Hazeldine, and if any one 
was responsible, Mr. Hazeldine was, but he was not sum- 
moned, 

Mr. Davis was of opinion that the case did not come 
within the Act referred to. The defendant was summoned 
for being a hawker; butit appeared that he was a licensed 
auctioneer, and that he was selling for Mr. Hazeldine, as 
auctioneer, Mr. Hazeldine being a large draper at Brierley 
Hill. Although he took this house and acted as Mr. Hazel- 
dine’s agent, there was nothing to show that he was 
anything more than an auctioneer, and the Bench were 
of opinion that these facts did not constitute an offence 
within the meaning of the Act. He was selling only in the 
capacity of auctioneer, and if he were to be convicted, 
every auctioneer who went out of his own town to sell, 
except in the house of a permanent householder, would 
be liable to a penalty. Mr. Heaton asked for a case for 
@ superior court, which was granted. Mr. Tennant applied 
for costs, which were refused. 

WEST BROMWICH, 
(Before C. Ratciirr, J. W. WitxiaMs, and J. A. 
Kewrick, Esqs.) 

Feb. 1.—The ‘fancy bread” question—Thirteen bakers 
were summoned for selling bread otherwise than by weight, 
contrary. to law. The question was as usual, whether “tin” 
and ‘‘ cottage ’’ bread came under the denomination “ fancy 
bread’’ referred to in the Sale of Bread Act, 6 & 7 Wm. 
4, c.3. Mr. Jackson appeared for all the defendants, 
and made a preliminary objection to the jurisdiction of 
the magistrates, on the ground that the summons did 
not contain the name of the informant. The magistrates, 
on the advice of their clerk, decided that the objection was 
not a valid one. 

Mr. Jackson was then heard onthe merits, and several 
witnesses, in the trade, were called for the defence, 

The Bzncn, after consideration, did not think that 
“tin loaves” and “cottage bread ’ came under the de- 
nomination “fancy.” They found also that such bread 
ought to be sold by weight, and not as the bakers in that 
district had been in the habit of selling it, They therefore 
fined each defendant 10s, and costs. 

Mr. Jackson gave notice that he should apply for a case 
on the question which he had raised at the opening of the 
inquiry. 











APPOINTMENTS. 


Sirk Cuartes Jasper Setwyn, M.-P. for Cambridge 
University, the Solicitor-General, has been appointed 


Lord Justice of Appeal in Chancery, on the resignation of 
Sir John Rolt, 


Witriam Barior Brett, Esq., Q.C., M.P. for Helston, 
succeeds Sir Charles J. Selwyn as Solicitor-General, 


Dr. Dganz, Q.C., has been appointed her Majesty's Ad- 
miralty Advocate, in place of Sir Travers Twiss, who has 
resigned on becoming her Majesty’s Advocate-General. 

Mr. Aquira M‘Matn, solicitor, of Dublin, has been ap- 
pointed Sessional Crown Prosecutor for the County of 








. . ee yi 
Wicklow, in succession to Mr. William F. Rogers, who has 
held that office since 1841. 


Mr. Jamxs Basset, of Rochester, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknowledg. 
ments of deeds by married women in and for the County of 
Kent. 


Mr. Avucustus Piccott OLDERSHAW, Of No. 6, Bell. 
yard, Doctors’ Commons, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for taking the acknowledgments of deeds 
by mariied women in and for the City of London, also in 
and for the county of Middlesex, and the city and liberties 
of Westminster, 


Mr. Henry Hoae, of Nottingham, has been appointed 
_& Commissioner to administer oaths in Chancery, 


Mr. Freprrick RamspDeEn, solicitor, 150, Leadenhall. 
street, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking aff. 
davits and depositions, and examining witnesses, in Eng. 
lard, for the High Court of Bombay. Mr. Ramsden wag 
formerly in practice at Bombay, but failing health com. 
pelled him to return to England. 

Mr. Wettwoop Herrigs MaxweE tt, Of the Scotch Bar 
was elected M.P. for the county of Kirkcudbright, on the 
30th ult. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE, 


ARCHITECT AND BuILper. 
Sir,— Will any of your numerous correspondents answer 
the following query ? 
If an architect employsa quantity surveyor and takes a por. 
tion of the money for the quantities, if there should be a defi- 
ciency can the architect be made responsible to the builder ?. 





PurcHase By MorrcacEt oF MortGaGEeD | ROPERTY, 

Sir,—Perhaps some of your readers will kindly favour me 
with answers to these questions :— 

1. Would a mortgagee, by virtue of the subjoined power, be 
justified in purchasing the property himself? 

2. [f not, is it possible to frame a power which would so 
justify him? 

“ And it is declared that in case any salo shall he made of the 
said premises by public action in pursuance of the aforesaid 
power, the said [mortgagee] his heirs, executors, adminietrators, 
or assigns, may bid for the same pret.ises and become the 
purchaser or purchasers thereof, if he or they shail happen to 
be the highest bidder or bidders, and that in the event of any such 
purchase by the said [mortgagee] his heirs, executors, adminis- 
trators, or assigns, the said [mortgagor] doth hereby for 
himself his heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns, cove- 
nant with the said [mortgagee] his heirs, executors, adminis- 
trators, and assigns, that he the said [mortgagor] his heirs, 
executors, administrators, or assigns, shall not, nor will in- 
stitute any proceedings at law, or in equity or otherwise to set 
aside such purchase or to deprive the said [mortgagee] his 
heirs, executors, administrators, or assigns, of the benefit 
thereof or of the possession of the premises a ‘ 
{Our correspondent wi!l bear in mind that a mortgagee is 
not incapacitated from purchasing the mortgaged property. 
See Kirkwood v. Thompson, 13 W. R. 1052; Shaw v, Bunny, 
ib. 374; and Knight v. Marjoribanks, 2 M. & G. 10.—Ep. 
8. J.J 








IRELAND. 
Mr. D.C. Heron, Q.C., writing to the Editor of the Times 





says:—“ Institution after institution is disappearing. As pro- 
perty vanishes, those who live by the litigation concerning 
that property also disappear. In the year 1800 there were 
about 500 practising barristers in Ireland, about 1,000 in Eng- 
land. In the year 1833 the number of barristers and convey- 
ancers in England amounted to 1,290 ; in 1861, as enumerated 
in the Law List, to 4,630. The number of barristers subscrib- 
ing to the library of the Four Courts, Dublin, in 1850, was 
690 ; for the last few years it has been adout 427. In the year 
of the Union the number of barristers in Ireland was one-half 
the number in England; in 1850 it wasone-fourth, It isnow 
less than one-tenth. In the year 1800 the population of Ire- 
land was one-third of the population of the United Kingdom, 
it is now one-sixth of the population of the United Kingdom.” 
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SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
THE LATE JAMES ANDERTON, Esq. 
The board of Directors passed the following resolution at 
their meeting on Wednesday last :— 
“That this Board has received, with feelings of sincere 
t, the intelligence of the death, on the 23rd of January 
Jast, in his 85th year, of its esteemed and venerable chairman, 
James Anderton, Esq., and desires to take this, the earliest 
opportunity, of recording its sense of the warm public 
it, integrity of purpose, and genial kindliness of heart, 
which eminently distinguished him throughout a more than 
ordinarily long and active life, rendering his decease a loss 
to be mourned, not only by his friends and professional 
brethren, but by his fellow-citizens generally. This board 
feels it, above all, to be a justly merited and honourable 
tribute to his memory to record the fact, that to him the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association owes its existence, and to 
his fostering care much of the success which has since at- 
tended it.” 
Thomas Harrison, Esq., the late deputy-chairman, was 
uanimously elected to fill the office of Chairman of the 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
Presideat Mr. HunrTER. 

At the Law Institution on Tuesday last, the following ques- 
tio was discussed:— Were the grounds recently advanced 
by counsel for abandoning the defence of Burke and Casey, 
sufficient to justify such a step?” ‘The debate was opened by 
Mr. Lloyd in the affirmative, but on a division, after a warm 
discussion, the question was carried in the negative by a majority 
of 7. The number of members present was 29. 





MANCHESTER LAW CRERKS’ SOCIETY. 


The 19th anniversary dinner of this society took 
place on Friday evening last, at the Merchants’ Hotel, 
Oldham-street, Mr. Wm. Brandt, _ barrister-at-law, in 
Mr. Tasker, the sccretary, in the vice- 
chair. About 40 members sat down to dinner, After dinner 
the Secretary read his report, from which it appeared that 
the society had a fund of upwards of £1,200, and during the 
past year paid £37 10s, for deaths, and £105 5s. to sick mem- 
bers, The Secretary explained that the socicty was established 
for the benefit of law clerks solely. ‘The sick allowance was 
£l per week for 18 months continuously, and ultimately the 
wife of 2 deceased member, or his relations, were entitled to 
£40. In the event of the death ofa member’s wife a sum of 
£20 would be paid ; and above all, if amember should unfortu- 
nately become incapacitated from following his employment 
he would be entitled to a superannuation allowance of 7s, per 
week during litee—The Chairman spoke highly of the law 
clerks as a body, and the society in particular, for the great 
good it had been able to do since its formation, 








OBITUARY. 


MR, P. M. GARTLAN. 

Mr. Peter McEvoy Gartlan, one of the taxing officers for 
the Common Law Courts in Dublin; died at his residence in 
Mountjoy-square, on the 8rd of February, of congestion of 
thelungs. ‘The deceased had in earlier years been a friend 
of the late Daniel O’Connell. 








COURT PAPERS. 
CHANCERY CAUSE LIST. 
Hilary Term, 1868. 
BEFORE THE LORD CHANCELLOR AND LORDS 


JUSTICES. 
Appeals. 
Morris vy Llanelly Ry & Dock Crump v Moretonhampstead 
Coph & South Devon Ry Co (S 


—Nov 6) 
Foster v Oxenham ; Foster v 
Brown; Brown v Foster 


Fielden, Bt » Mayor &c of 
Blackburn (W—July 14) 
Snowball v Wrightson (W— 


Oct 5) (S—Nov 29) 
Ld Carrington v Wycombe Ross v Estates Investmont Co 
Ry Co (S—Nov 6) (W—Dec 7) 





> 





Ferrand » Townend (S—Dec 


21 

Sullivan » Ward (K—Jan 21} 

Atwood v Maude (S—Jan 21 

King v Brown (S—Jan 25) 

Price v Peppercorne app m (S 
—Jan 25) 

Almond v Surman (S—Jan 
30 


Phillips » Crouch (S—Feb 2) 

Lee » Angas (S—Feb 4) 

Hunt v Williams (S—Feb 7) 

Paine v Hutclinson (S— Feb 
9) 

Turner » Turner (S—Feb 15) 

Viscountess Gort v Clark (5S 
Mar 9) 

Harrison v Wardell; War- 
dell v Wardell (S—Mar 12) 

Bauman v James (S—Mar 
16) 

Craven v Trail; Craven v 
Craven (S—Mar 21) 

Ronayne v Ronayne (S—Mar 
26 


Jones v Badley (R—Ap 13) 
Brown v Tanner (S—Ap 13) 
Hallows v Fernie; Danson v 
Fernie ; Gruning » Fernie ; 
Casstellain v Fernie; Hardy 
v North (W—Ap 18) 
Scottish Union Insurance Co 
v Steele (W—Ap 27) 
Willows v Cartwright (R— 
May 1) 
Lehman v McArthur (S— 
May 3) 
Smith v Rennie (R—May 4 
Lawton v Price (S—May 6 
Cheese ¢ Pugh (S—May 7) 
Hill v Jones (R—May 7) 
Battersby » Hadley (S—May 
15 


McCarogher v Whiclden ; 
Whielden v Mc Carogher 
(R—May 27) 

Re Banks ; Wright v Banks 
(M—May 29) 

Rooke v Tennant (R—May 
30 


Stammers v Elliot (AiI—May 
30 


Grayburn v Clarkson (S— 
May 30) 

Ogilvie v Currie (R—June 6) 

Forbes v Steven ; Mackenzie 
v Forbes; Forbes v Bow- 
man (W—June 15) 

Liverpool Marine Credit Co 
Imt v Hunter (W—June 
30 


Sheppard v Turner (S—June 
20 


) 
Gedye v Hemsworth (S— 
June 25) 
Nicholl v Brogden (M—June 
26 


Harrington v Harrington ; 
Harrington v Harrington 
(M—June 26) 

Pepper v National Meat Con- 
sumer Co (R—July 10) 
Wildy v Mid-Hants Ry Co 

(M—July 13) 

Wilde v Sennett (S—Jly 20) 

Walker v Walker (S—July 
25) 

Scholey v Central Ry Co of 
Venezuela, limited (R— 
July 27) 


Kent Coast Ry Co ev London 
Chatham & Dover Ry Co 
(S—July 27) 

St David’s Gold Mining Co 
v Wright (R—July 30) 
Tottenham » Maitland (R— 

July 30) 

British & Foreign Ry Plant 
Co limited » Finance Co 
limited (S—July 31) 

Hartley v Burton (R—Aug. 
3 


Webster v Robinson (M— 
August 7) 

Lloyd v Jones (S—August 
13 


Hutchinson v Hastie (S— 
August 27) 
Berndston v Churchill (W—- 
November 1) 
King v Smith (R—Nov 6) 
Baker v Farmer (M—Nov 9 
Priestly v The Local 
of the Borough of Car- 
narvon (R—Noy 13) 
Nunn v Hancock (M—Nov 


13) 

McCarogher v Whieldon (R 
—Nov 14) 

Minton v Kirwood (S—Nov 


16) 
Paine v Hutchinson (S—Nov 
2 


0 
Borill v Cowan (R—Nov 25 
Bevill »v Smith (W—Nov 25 

Candy » Arthur (W—Nov 


Ps Chatham, and Dover 
Ry Co v Imperial Mrentle 
Credit Association limited 
(S—Nov 29) 

London Hamburgh and Con- 
tinental Exchange Bnk v 
Spielman (W—Dec 4 

Galsworthy v Smith (M—Dec 


2 
Henderson v Roy (S—Dec 6) 
Henderson v Roy (S—Dec 6) 
Talbot v Marshfield (M— 
Dec 10) 
Gowling v Thompson (S— 
Dec 12) 
White v Richardson (S—Dee 


14) 
Pease v Jackson (R—Dec 14) 
Earl of Beauchamp v Great 
Western Ry Co (S—Dec 
16 


Kertnode »v Macdonald (R— 
Dec 23) 

Kent v The Freehold Lnd & 
Brick Making Co limited 
(W—Dec 23) 

Clark v Hoskins (S—Jan 9 

Mathews v Keble (S—Jn 11 

Sykes v Sykes Sey 13) 

Halton v Foster V.C. of Cnty 
Palatine of Lancaster 

Gowling v Thompson (S— 
Jan 15) 

Tempest » Camoys (R—Jan 
1 


0 
Dolan v Macdermot (R—Jan 
16 


) 
Franks v Bollans (S—Jan 24) 
Bower v The Societe des 
affreteus du Great Eastern 
responsabilite, limitee (M 
—Jan " 
Horsley v Cox (R—Jan 29) 





BEFORE THE MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 


Causes, $c. 


Thomson v Waterlowmdph 


Stroud v Gwyre f¢ 
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Raper v The Crystal Palace 
and South London Junc- 
tion Ry Co (1867—R—654) 

d 


m 
Raper v The Crystal Palace 
and South London Junc- 
- Ry Co (1867—R—653) 


m 
Raper v The Crystal Palace 
and South London Junc- 
tion Ry Co (1867—R—#2) 


md 
Ormerod v Rostron fe 
Verelst v Midland Ry Co md 
Lawrence v Lawrence c 
wit (Feb 10) 
Coxv Horsley md wit (Feb 
10 


Thomas v Nokes md 
Wyley v Evans md 

Evans v Wyley md 

Ellis v Bridgman c wit 
Bovill » Hitchcock c ev v v 
Snow v Milford cph (Feb 


11) 

Ryley v Stone c (wit) 

Turquand v Marshall c wit 
(Feb “ 

Taylorv Taylor md 

Beresford v Tennant c wit 
(Feb 12) 

Earl Beauchamp v Winn c 

Feilden, Bart v Kendle c 
wit (Feb 12) 

The Bristol and North 
Somerset Ry Co v The 
Somerset and Dorset Ry 
Co c 


Coles v Coles md (Feb 28) 
Day v Day c wit (Feb 11) 
Sinclair » Knowles md 
Tibbs v Elliott fc 
Kerby v Kenrick md 
Bellv Blyth md wit 
Barnard v Ford c 
Bennett v James c 
Att-Gen. vDaugars fe 
Taylor v The Briton Medical 
and General Life Associa- 
tion md 
The Metropolitan Bank 
limited v Rawlings md 
Oliver v Taunton md 
Newton v Newton md 
Ponton v Hawkins md 
Cubitt » Hayward fc 
Baron de v Viscount 
Templetown md 
Oliver v Osborn md 
Christie v Johnstone fc 
Williams v Kimber fc 
Booth » Blewitt md 
Morland v Cook c 
Kinsey v Gillman md 
Grey v The Metropolitan Ry 
Co 


c 

Colvin v Colvin md 

Baker v The Mid-Sussex and 
Mid Hurst Junction Ry 
Co md 

Taynton v Pike fe 

Powell v Elgood fe 

Boydell » Hart md 

Thexton v Edmonstone c 

Tarratt v Tarratt fc 


BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR SIR JOHN STUART. 
Causes, &e. 


Staniland v Wade fc 

Cartwright v Udall md 

Mulcock v Mulcock m d 
(8 Feb) 

Maritime Credit Co limited v 
Savill c (11 Fed.) 

Power v Collingwood c (11 
Feb.) 

Wilkinson v Castle md 

Sack v Selfe md 

Phippen v Ricketts fc 

Mason v Baylis md 

Dixon r Collins c 

In re Dyson’s Estate; fe 
from chambers and sum. 

Hough v Lodge fe 

Gurney v Gt Eastern Co 


md 
Woodgate v Jobber md 
Ellis v Jackson f c 
Collingwood v Power md 
(10 Feb.) 
Collingwood v Power c (10 
Feb.) 
Taylor v Padwick fc 
Davey v English fc 
Ferrie v Calder md 
Holbrow v Drew md 
Bradford + Brownjohn sp 
case 
Dear v Beckwith md 
Taylor vElsworthy fc 
Stephenson v Haigh md 
Slaymaker v Syer md 
Randall v Thomas md 
Hurst v Crofts md 
v Foy md 
Moore v Franklin c 
Avern v Lloyd fe 
Harrison v Hirst m 
Smith o Jerningham md 
Clough v Taster fe 
Whiting v Whiting fc 


Markham v Tibbits md 
Barnett v Charles ce wit 
Turner v Chick c 

Sayre v Hughes md 
Whitehouse » Washbourne 


m 

Marston » The Potteries, 
Shrewsbury, and North 
Wales Co md 

Craven v Metropolitan Ry 
Co md 


Eaton v Attorney-Gen fc 
Harrisv James fe 

Guyton v Short md 
Parkerv Roffey cause wit 
Beaumont v Johnston md 
Hansard v Cottam md 
Joliffev Day md 

De — v De Lincourt 


m 
Magee »v Hilliad cause 
Gordon v Forester md 
Wyatt v Cook md 
Clark v Wilson md 
Gregory v The Great Eastern 
Ry Co md 
Lemarchand » Lambe md 
oe v — c ( 
Attrill vy Henry c (wit 
Higgs v Bourn md 
Penny v Davidson c 
Hall » Swindle md 
Lamplugh v Stephenson fc 
Statter v Jackson; Statter v 
Attorney-Gen; Statter v 
Jackson fe 
Jones v Stewart md 
Linnington v Jacobs md 
Cumming » Macpherson fc 
Harris v Jenkins md 
Hunter v Webster md 
Haverson v Edmund c 
Forshaw v Mottram md 





Geneste v White app 
Jorden v Jorden fe 
Oxley v Geoghegan md 
Lovegrove v Downs fe 
Kitchen v Kitchen md 
Geohegan v Oxley md 
Brooks » Williams md 
Wycherley » Ponton md 
Nickson v Furmston md 
Forster v Great Eastern Ry 
Co md 
Berrow v Berrow fc 
Harrison v Greaves md 
Alexander v Great Eastern 


Ry Co c 
pees Sal » Great Eastern 


Ry Co c 
Phillips v Burrows app 
Rackstraw v Rackstraw f c 
& sumns 
Beadel v Perry md 
Ekin v Hamilton fc 
Rivers v Fox md 
Evans v Middleton m d 
Michell » Wilton c 
The Corporation of the Sons 
of the Clergy v The Metro- 
politan Ry Co md 
Poultney v Prime fc 
Brownley v Hodgson Geo 
m 


Hacker v Jones fe 
Hale v The Potteries, Shrews- 
bury, and NW Ry Co c 


—=—= 
Anderson v Townley ¢ 
Pidgeon v Evans f¢ 
Lushington v Penrice mq 
Penrice v Penrice eq res 
Bainbridge v Morgan mq 
Stevens v Robertson ¢ 
Willats v Flint md 
Rands v Rands f¢ 
Smeeton v Dickinson mq 
Swain v Fulford f¢ 
Penfold v Reynell f¢ 
Downs v The Herne Bay 
Hampton and Reculyer 
Oyster Fishery Co md 
Sherman v Great Eastern Ry 
Co md 
Eglin v Dryden ¢ 
Matthews v Matthews f¢ 
Clerihew v Lascelles ¢ 
Wells v Wells fc 
Laker v Peisley c 
Dutton » Vincent ¢ 
Caton v Coles fc and pet 
Hilton v Tipper c 
Chadwick v Saville app 
from Yorkshire County 
Court 
Harrisv Darley md 
Brown v Collett md 
Purser v Hogge md 
Hobson v Great Eastern Ry 
Co md 
Gee v Pritchett md 


BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR SIR WILLIAM PAGE 
WOOD. 


Causes, $e. 


Shelley » Shelley spcph 

Smith v Lee md 

Edleston v Crossley and Sons, 
limited md 

Barker v Barker fc 

Fountainé v The Carmarthen 
and Cardigan Ry Cs fe 

Herbert » Barrett c¢ 

Healey v Healey md 

Vawdrey v Wray md 

De la Preyrouse v Pelly 
ex toa 

Jones v The Cambrian Rys 
Co dem 

Same v Same dem 

De la Peyrouse v Pelly md 

Newall v Tlegraph Construc- 
tion and Maintenance Co 
(limited) trial wtht a jury 

Ferguson v O’Connor c¢ 
wit 

Bovill » Daw c wit 

Vivian v Jervoise Bart md 

Plant v Daniell c wit 

Phillips v Green c wit 

Searby v Tottenham and 
Hampstead Junction Ry 
Co fc & smns to vary 
certificate 

Rabbitts vo Woodward f © 

Robins v Provincial Banking 
Corporation Imtd md 

Attorney-Gen. v Edmunds ¢ 

Mostynv Mostyn fe 

Mostyn v Leeke fc 

Williamson » Wragge md 
& sumns in Udall v Will- 
iamson (8 Feb. 

TheWashoe United Consoli- 
dated Gold and Silver min- 
ing Colmtdv Ferguson c 

10 ape 

Roberts v Clarke md 

Langham v East Wheat Rose 
Consolidated Silver Lead 
Mining Colmtd md 


Bovilly Brown c wit 

Crossley v Dixon c 

Conquest v Conquest md 

The Skegby Colliery Lime 
and Brick Co Imt v Abbot 
md 

Clinch v The Financial Cor- 
poration Colmt c 

Grey v Soames spc 

Sooby v Sooby fe 

Ellis » Carter md 

Minshull v Williams md 

Taylor v Broadwater m d 


wit 

Bentley » The European 
Assurance Society ¢ wit 

Scott » Armstrong md 

Western v Western fc 

Cecil v The Isle of Wight 
Ry Co md 

Hawkinsv Wedderburn md 

MacTavish v The Gov. and 
Co. of Adv.. of Eng. Trad. 
into Hudson’s Bay md 

Ferrier v Atwool ¢ 

Atwool v Ferrier c 

Grant v Trautmann md 

Jeffryes v Trautmann md 

Cook v Dingle md 

Tennant v Trenchard md 

Chapman v Watson md 

Watson v Chapman c 

Cooper v Hoar c 

Nichol » Pease c 

Rous v The Ebbw Vale Co 
limited md 

Blake v Blackett c 

Haigh v Leech c 

‘The Imperial Bank of China, 
India & Japan, limited v 
The Bank of Hindustan, 
China and Japan, limted 
md 

Clarke » Bathe fc 

Willatt » Thorley m 

Caithness v Thompson m4 
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_Litton v Thompson md 








; ‘feb. 8, 1868. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 305 





——— 
Williamson » Bates md Garraway v Garraway c 
Corbett » TheCommissioners Pryorv Dyer md 

of Her Majesty’s Works Pryorv Dyer md 

& Public Buildmgs md Dawsonv Helm. c 
Jones v Green fe Miller » Owen c 
Cresswell v Cresswell fc 


BEFORE VICE-CHANCELLOR SIR RICHARD 
MALINS. 


Causes, $c. 
CullyIngles exonstoans Grantv Young fe 
Cranstone v Hempstead dem Willis Brook md 
Trevelyan v Att-Gen ex toa Attorney-Gen v Lawson fc 
Johnson v Hodgson cwit §Bowdenv Bowden md 
International Bank (limited) Chesterv Spargo c 
oGladstone md Cochrane v Rowles md 
Att-Gen v Earl of Lonsdale c Denison v Tattersall md 
Munro v The Tendring Hun- Denison v Cropper md 
dred Ry Co md Dawson v Cropper md 
Brucev Brown md Davies v Evans fe 
De Pinna v Sleap md Heasman v Pearson md 
Sturmey v Church c Madge v Tucker c 
lane v Fagg md Prudential Assurance Co v 
lawson, BartvMeynell md Thomas md 
Howat o Oliver md Simcoe ¢ Vowler md 
Bruton » Bruton md Philipps v Evans md 
Beadman v Ivens spc Wormersly v Merritt md 
Harvey v Maythorn md Plant v Brandon c (wit) 
Hutton v Marshall md Farmer v Farmer md 
Piffard v Beeby c wit Fair vMaurau fc 
Fellowes » Barrett md Breckon » Russell md 
Porteus » Turner md Rawlings v The Metropolitan 


Tyler v Bricknell md Ry Co m 
‘Taylor » Cox md Onslow v The Metropolitan 
Webster v Hutchins md Ry Co md 


Longcroft » The Carmarthen 
and Cardigan Ry Co md 
Bath » Bath md 


Nunn vJay md 


Langton v Waite c wit 
Uzanne » Kennedy md 
Stein v Ritherdon md 
Noble v Noble md 
Rawlins v Biles ¢ Butler» Cumpston md 
Coles v Bristowc mdwit Cox» Smith md 
Mackworth, Bt v Llynvi & Muggeridge v Adams md 
Ogmore Ry Co md Clayton v Goucher md 
Bradby » Whitchurch md Southeev James md 
Gibbons »v Wreford m d The Metropolitan Board of 
Symes v Hughes c Works v Sant md 
Spencer » Chapman md Parker v Stones md 
Brown v Shaw md Cork v Porter fc 
Thomas vy The Brecon and Johnson» Turner md 
Merthyr Tydfil Junction Gardiner v Hoy md 
Ry Co md White v The British Mutual 
Tonge v Paddison fc Life Assurance Co md 
Wilkin » Snell md Fordham v Sworder m d 
Bolden v Adock md 
Bellv Moore c Atleev Friday fe 
Williams v Dunn ¢ Hastilon v Bish md 
McWilliam v McWilliam c Innes ¢t Nelson md 
Hart v The North-Eastern Fraser » Radloff md 
Ry Co md Lipscomb v Lipscomb sp c 
Smith r Delves md Busby v Borgnis m d 
Earl of Jersey v The South Sharpinv Symons md 
Wales Mineral Ry Co c  Denness v Nicholas md 
Bean v Bourn c¢ Morris v Walters md 
Peyton v Downing fc Symons v The Metropolitan 
Hyde v Fisher m d Ry Co md 
Woodhouse v Sebborn Woof v The Metropolitan Ry 
ley v Ley spe Co mad 
Millitt Davis v Heald md Chaffers v Chaffors md 
Brooke v Lord Mostyn md The British Equitable As- 
Newton v Robinson md surance Cov The Great Wes 
Michael » Fripp tern Railway Co md 
West » Miller md Burlesy v Perrin md 
Spurling » Blenkarn md 





LANCASHIRE SPRING ASSIZES, 1868. 

The Commissions for holding these Assizes will be opened 
at Lancaster, on Wednesday the 4th of March, at Man- 
chester on Saturday, the 7th of March, and at Liverpool 
on Saturday, the 21st of March. 

The entry of causes at Lancaster will commence immo- 
diately aficr the opening of the commissions, on Wednesday, 
the 4th of March, and will close at nino o'clock on tho 
following morning. 

Causes for trial at Manchester and at Liverpool can be 











entered provisionally at the office of the Prothonotary of 
the Court of Common Pleas at Lancaster, at Preston, as 
follows :—Causes for trial at Manchester, on Monday, the 
2nd of March, and daily thereafter, until Thursday, the 5th 
of March, inclusive, between the hours of ten o’clock in the 
forenoon and one o'clock in the afternoon; and causes for 
trial at Liverpool, on Monday, the 16th of March, and daily 
thereafter, until Thursday, the 19th of March, inclusive, 
between the above mentioned hours. 

Causes entered provisionally, as above mentioned, will be 
formally entered and put on the lists at Manchester and 
Liverpool, by the Prothonotary and Associate in the order 
of their provisional entry, and before causes entered at 
Manchester and Liverpool respectively. 

The entry of causes at Manchester and Liverpool, res- 
pectively, will commence at the Assize Courts, Manchester, 
and St. George’s Hall, Liverpool, immediately after the 
opening of the Commissions, and will close at nine o’clock 
in the evening on the commission day. 

The Court will sit at ten o’clock in the forenoon, at Man- 
chester and Liverpool, respectively, on the Monday next 
following the commission day. 

The trial of special jury causes will commence at Man- 
chester, at nine o’clock a.m. on Thursday, the 12th of 
March, and at Liverpool at nine o’clock a.m. on Thursday, 
the 26th March, and not carlicr. 

A list of causes for trial at Manchester rrd T.iverpool 
respectively, cach day (except the first) will be exhiviied in 
the corridor of the court, and in the library. 

By order of the Judges, 
(Signed) Epucnp R. Harris, 
Acting Prothonotary and Associate. 
Prothonotary’s Office, Preston, 
dist Jan. 1868. 


SPRING ASSIZES. 

The following completes the circuits of judges given in 
our numbers of Jan. 25, and Feb. 1:— : 

North Wales, Channell, B., Welchpool, Mar. 9.; Bala, 
12; Ruthin, 14; Carnarvon, 18; Beaumaris, 21; Mold, 
25; Chester and City, 28. 

Willes, J., remains in town. 

QUEEN’S BENCH. 
The special paper will be taken at the sittings in Banc, 


after the country new trials, including the case from the 
Winter Assizes, tried before the Hon. Mr. Justice Shee. 














Mr. William Baliol Brett, Q.C., of the Northern Circuit, 
M.P. for Helston, the Solicitor-General elect, is a younger 
son of the late Rev. J. G. Brett, of Ranelagh, Chelsea, by Dora, 
second daughter of the late George Best, Esq., of Chilston 
Park, Kent; his elder brother is Wilford George Brett, Esq., 
chief Secretary to the Master of the Rolls. Mr. William Brett 
was born in 1815, and was educated at Csius College, Cam- 
bridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1840; he was called to the 
Bar at Lincoln’s-inn on January 29, 1846, and became Queen's 
Counsel in 1861. 


Sir Charles Jasper Selwyn, who succeeds Sir John Rolt 
as Lord Justice of Appeal in Chancery, is the youngest son 
of the late Williem Selwyn, Esq., Q.C., of Richmond, Surrey, 
by Letitia Frances, daughter of Thomas Kynaston, Esq., of 
Witham, Essex. He is in his fifty-fifth year. He was edu- 
cated at Eton and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated B.A. in 1836, M.A. in 1839, and received the degree 
of LL.D. in 1862. He was called to the Bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
January, 1840, and received his silk gown in 1856, in the same 
year as his future colleague, Lord Cairns. In 1855 he was ap- 
pointed Commissary to the University of Cambridge, and in 
April, 1859, was elected to represent that University in Par- 
liament. Sir Charles Selwyn was appointed Solicitor-General 
last year, in succession to Sir John i Karslake, who became 
Attorney-General on Sir John Rolt being made Lord Justice, 
Sir Charles Selwyn is the brother of the present Bishop of Lich- 
field. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL Discrsston Socrety.—This Socicty 
met on Wednesday last, the 4th inst., at the Freemeson’s 
Tavern, to discuss the anticipated measure of Law Reform, Mr. 
E. Kinns presiding. The question, as debated, was in the fol- 


lowing terms: “Is it desirable that all matters requiring legal 
or equitable decision should be judicially determined in_ the 
county in which they ariso.” Mr. F. K. Munton opened the 
question in the affirmative, and Mr. J. Harris in the negative. 
Aiter an interesting debate, in which Messrs. G. Thatcher, J. 
Green, D. Stock, G. H. Kinns, and the Chairman took part, 
the question was carried in the negative by a small majority, 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 


Last Quoration, Feb. 7, 1868, 
(From the Official List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 92 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, 93} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent Reduced, 93§ j Ex Bills, £1000, per Ct. 20 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 93§ Ditto, £500, Do — 20pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, ’94 . Ditto, £100 & £200, 20 pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 tBank of England Stock, 5§ per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 ‘ Ct. (last half-year 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— Ditto for Account, 2484 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 

India Stk., 10} p Ct.Apr.’74, Ind, Enf. Pr., 5pC., Jan.’72 1034 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May, ’79, 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’80 112 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, ’64 — 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’&8 101} Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000, — pm 
D tto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent.87 Ditto, ditto, under £1000,— pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 























































Shares | Railways. |Paid. }Closing Prices. 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter s.c...cccssssssssssesssseeee| 100 87 
Stock | Caledonian.......ccosescccseccossessesce | 100 78 
Stock | Giasgow and South-Western ... 100 99 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... ee} 100 32 
Stock Do., East Angtian Stock, No. 2 .........; 100 7 
Stock | Great Northern | 100 110 
Stock Do., A Stock* | 100 1g 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland) 100 99 
Stock | Great Western— Original .........000..-.000.| 100 464 
Stock Do., West Midland—Oxford : 30 
Stock Do., d0.—Newport ........000 3l 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ... 126 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South “o 46 
Stock | London, Chatham, and Dover.... 100 134 
Stock | London and North-Western.... 100 1184 
Stock | London and South-Western .... | 100 38 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln...... +| 100 44 
Stock | Metropolitan 106 1094 
Stock | Midland ......... ti 100 106% 
Stock Do., Birmingham and Derby ............| 100 76 
Stock | North British ...........scscscsssserssssereeee| 100 36% 
Stock | North London ssieiaie 100 116 
10 | Do., 1866 ae IER 84 
Btock | North Staffordshire...........ccccsssssserseese| 100 60 
OE 1 DEEN DOGO sovecc so csncscacnsonsestioessscsscres TOO 40 
Stock | South-Eastern 100 714 
Stock | Taff Vale ae 148 














* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 





Money Market AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday Night. 

The funds have continued the improvement of last week: 
in fact the reports from the markets generally continue to be 
encouraging. Foreign Securities have been moving steadily 
upwards. In the Share Market, indeed, railway investments 
received, early in the week, a severe check in consequence of 
Vice-Chancellor Wood’s decision in the case of Bloxam v. 
The Metropolitan Railway Company, in which the plaintiff suc- 
cessfully contended that certain charges were improperly 
charged to capital account, and obtained an injunction restrain- 
ing the company from declaring a dividend on the footing 
proposed by them. The Railway Market, however, has sub- 
sequently been gradually recovering from the effects of this check, 
and the declaration of the Great Northern dividend has 
operated favourably. 

Rentes, 68f. 70c. 





The Pall Mall Gazette notices that to be drunk in London, or 
rather to be found drunk, involves a fine of five shillings. ‘The 
same offence at Maidstone costs invariably ten shillings; and 
further on, at Tunbridge Wells, twelve shillings and sixpence; 
elsewhere it sometimes costs a shilling or two more. The differ- 
ence arising out of the practice of charging varying court-fees 
for the county clerks. 

The Economist anticipates that the new House of Commons 
will presently discover that real property has enjoyed its unfair 
exemption sadly too long, and whenever the subject does arise 
let us hope that some authority will be found competent to deal 
with the whole case by revising the scheme of probate and ad- 
ministration dutics, as wellas the plan of legacy duties,—by 
extending both these assessments to the masses of real property 
held in mortmain by colleges and corporations—and by at last 
turning to practical account the discussion and experiments of 
the last thirty years, by establishing an effective land registry 
for the simplification of transfers and sales of real property. 

A local paper, (Portsmouth), has the following paragraph: 
—The Practising Solicitors at the County Court.--At the 
sitting on Monday Mr. Field adverted to the opinion expressed 





by Mr. Judge Furner, at Brighton, that solicitors should 
in professional costume, and asked His Honour if he Pe yd 
cpinion to intimate on the subject.—His Honour said it would be 
a great convenience for solicitors to have a distinguishing dresg 
They had better agree among themselves, and the majority must 
govern the minority ; and if the majority came to the conclusion 
to wear gowns, he would not allow costs to anyone who did not 
appear in a gown. He would say the same as a judge at West. 
minister had said to a counsel who did not appear robed, “ I don’t 
know you.”—Hitherto the majority of the solicitors practising in 
the court have appeared in gowns, but no rule has been strictly 
observed in the matter. 


Foreicn Loans.—The Economist gives the following “ prac. 
tical piece of advice”’ to investors—Clergymen, widows, ald maids, 
pensioners, clerks, and small capitalists, have no business to put 
their money into any sort of foreign loans or speculations. Such 
operations are alike beyond their understanding and their means, 
In a fortune of several thousands, a moderate infusion of forei; 
bonds may do no harm, and may assist the average rate of in. 
terest. But in the hands of timid, retired people, away from 
business and of limited resources, foreign investments are a eourcg 
of misery and danger. 


Gypsy JvuRispicTion.—Until the time of Henry VII, 
gypsies in England were intitled to many privileges, 
amongst others, as aliens, they could only tried by a jury 
composed of one half aliens. But the Government of Sco‘ 
gave them a more formal recognition; and James I., by an 
edict, ‘* Subscrivit with our hand, and under our prive sele, at 
Falkland, ye fiveteine day of Februar, and of our reign the 
xxviii yeir,” charged all under him in authority to give their 
aid and concurrence to Johnie Faw, ‘ Lord and Erle of Little 
Egypt, in the execution of justice upon his company and fo 
pan to the laws ef Egypt, and in punishing all pong 
rebellis against him.” 





The value of glycerine as a remedy for various skin affections is now gene- 
rally known + admitted ; it was therefore both natural and desirable 
that it should be presented to us in the soldified and therefore most con- 
venient form ofa soap. So numerous are the uses and purposes to which 
glycerine may be applied, especially in combination with other remedial 
substances, that glycerine compounds abound. Unfortunately, many 
ofthese so-called mixtures of glycerine are so in little more than name; 
they are either destitute of that substance, contain it only in minute 
quantities, or, whenever present in larger amount, the quality is often 
by no means good. ‘his observation applies with more cr less force to 
many of the so-called glycerine soaps, perfumes, and cosmetics. In Price’s 
solidified glycerine, however, we possess an article of really definite 
composition and of superior quality, and one on which we believe that 
the profession and the public may fully rely. It is stated of this glycerine 
compound that it wears well, gives a rich lather, and that it contains over 
half its weight of Price’ aistilled glycerine, the accuracy of which state- 
ment we verified by the following per-centage analysis :— 

Water ... eee ove 5 

Fatty acids... ove 

BOGS. cco ae ove 37 

Glycerine... ose 

100°0 The Laneet, 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Jan. 22.— By Messrs. Norton, Taist, Watney, & Co. 

Rectorial Tithe Rentcharge at £101 15s. 9d., arising from 356a. Ir. 38p, 
in the parish of Shalfleet, Isle of Wight—Sold for £1,520, 

Leasehold, Two Houses, with stabling, bakery, &c., knownas Bucking- 
ham Cottage, Westminster; let on lease until Lady-day, 1874, at £14 
per annum, and unde: let at rentals amounting to £187 4s. per annum; 
term 40 years from 1855; free from ground rent—Sold for £660. 

Jan. 30.—By Messrs. Carnnock, GALSworTHY, & CHINNOCK. 

Leasehold residence, No. 23, Kensington-crescent, West, let at £51 per 
annum ; term 99 years from Lady-day, 1822, at £10 10s. per annum— 
Sold for £420. 

Leasehold, 2 houses and shops, Nos, 113 & 114, Great Dover-street, 
Southwark, and premises in the rear, being Nos. 10 & 11 Eltham- 
place, let on lease at £60 per annum, also a ground-rent of £5 per 
annum, arising from No. 9, Eltham-place, aforesaid; term 70 years 
from 1821 at £16 per annum—Sold for £520. 

Leasehold house, No. 13, West Smithfield, let on lease at £140 per 
annum ; also Jeasehold premises in the rear, known as the Greyhound 
Inn-yard, consisting of warehouse, stabling, and other premises, let on 
lease at £140 per annum; term, 51 years from Lady-day, 1832, at 
£170 12s. per annum—Sold for £800. 


AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEE HOUSE. 
Jan. 30.—By Messrs. Furnes & Pricey. 

Freeho!d, 5 houses, 2 with shops, Nos, 2 to 6, King-street, Soho, pro- 
ducing £104 per annum—Sold for £3,000. 

Freehold house and shop, No. 3, Moore-lane, Soho, let on lease at £50 
per annum-—Sold for £1,140. 

Frechold ground rent of £27 per annum, arising from the New Thirteen 
Cantons public house, No, 9, King-street, Soho, and a house, No. 6, 
King-striet—Sold for £670, 

Leasehold house and shop, No. 98, Great Titchfield street, Marylebone, 
let at £450 per annum ; term will expire on Lith Oct., 1867, at £8 per 
annum—Sold for £520. 

Leaschold residence, No, 7, Warwick-gardens, Kensington, let at £65 
yer Annu 5 term, 70} years unexpired, at £8 per annam—Sold for 
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Leasehold, 2 residences, Nos. 77 and 79, Bridge-road, Hammersmith, pro- 

ducing agg annum, term 674 years unexpired, at £10 per annum 
1d for £850. 

pechold ground rents of £13 per annum, arising from Nos. 1 to 4, 

Chapel-street, Hammersmith—Sold for £280. 
old house, No. 2, Bentinck-street, Soho, let at £55 per annum— 

Sold for £850, 

Freehold residence, No. 21, Saville-row, Regent-street, let at £85 per 
annum—Sold for £1,620. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CHARLES—On Feb. 4, at &, Elgin-crescent, Kensington-park, the wife 
of Arthur Charles, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

DEWSNAP—On Jan. 24, at Barnes, the wife of Mark Dewsnap, Esq., 
of Liucoln’s-inn, of a daughter. 

GRAY—On Feb. 4, at 9, Princes-square, the wife of John Wilson Gray, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

HYDE—On Jan. 25, at Louth, Lincolnshire, the wife of Wm. Hyde, 
jun., Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter. 

NEVILLE—On Jan. 31, at the Ferns, Edgbaston, Birmingham, the 
wife of F. H. Neville, Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter. 

PECKHAM—On Feb. 2, at Northumberland-park, Tottenham, the 
wife of Robert Peckham, Esq., Solicitor, of Doctors’-commons, of a 


son. 

SANKEY—On Feb. 3, at Canterbury, the wife of Herbert Tritton 
Sankey, Esq., of a daughter. 

STEWART—On Feb. 1, at Limes-grove, Lewisham, the wife of Duncan 
Stewart, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

MAN—-MATTHEWS—On Dec. 26, at the Cathedral, Calcutta, Edward 
Garnet Man, Exq., Barrister-at-Law, of Lincoln’s-inn, son of the 
late H. J. Man, R.N., of Halstead Hall, Kent, to Kate, daughter of 
James Matthews. Esq., of Wimpole-street, Cavendish-square. 

WILKINSON—HOLBERTON—0n Jan. 30, at the ish church, Ted- 
dington, John Wilkinson, Esq., of 1, Cambridge-place, Regent’s- 
park, and of 28, John-street, Bedford-row, to Elizabeth Vaughan, 
daughter of the late Thomas Henry Holberton, Eeq., of Hampton, 
Middlesex. 

DEATHS. 


BROWN—On Jan. 31, at Westgate, Peterborough, Mary Elizabeth, 
wife of Francis Brown, Esq., Solicitor, late of Market Deeping, 


aged 48. 
FINLAY—On Feb. 1, at 17, Northumberlnd-street, Edinburgh, Grace 
Hunter Charles, wife of Gilbert Laurie Finlay, Esq., Writer to the 


Signet. 

JELLETT—On Feb. 1, at 32, Upper Pembroke-street, Dublin, Joseph- 
ine, wife of Hewitt Poole Jellett, Esq., Q.C., and daughter of the 
late Sir Matthew Barrington, Bart. 

LEIGH—On Feb. 4, at Cullompton, Devon, Anna, widow of Frederick 
Leigh, Esq, Solicitor, late of that place, aged 77. 

SHAPLAND—On Feb. 1, at Rushton-villa, Sutton, Surrey, Charlotte 
Francis Terrell, daughter of Arden Avery Shapland, Esq., Solicitor, 
of 9, Fenchurch-street. 

TERRY—On Jan. 30, at 399, City-road, "—- Susanna, wife of 
— ao Esq., Solicitor, of 13 and 14, King-street, Cheapside, 


ag . 
WHITE—On Jan. 24, at his residence, St. Luke’s-road, Westbcurne- 
patk, Henry White, Esq., of the Court of Chancery, aged 51. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


CM inding-up of Joint Stock Comvantes. 
Faipay, Jan. 31, 1868. 
LimitED In CHANCERY. 

Albert Insurance Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 30, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on Saturday, Feb 8. Chappell, Golden-sq, solicitor for the peti- 
tioner. 

European Central Railway Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor 
Wood has, by an order dated Jan 20, ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Farmer & Robins, Pancras-lane, solicitors for 
the petitioners. 

Wholesale and Export Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins 
has, by an order dated Jan 17, ordered that the voluntary winding 
up of the above company be continued. Chapple, Carter-lane, soli- 
citor for the petitioners. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Wolverhampton and Midland Counties Second Freeholders’ Permanent 
Benefit Building Society.— Vice-Chancellor Stuart has, by an order 
dated Jan 29, ordered that the above company be wound up. Wil- 
kins & Co, St Swithin’s-lane, solicitors for the petitioners. 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL, 

Goonimis Mining Company (Limited).— Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 20, directed to be heard before the Vice- Warden at the 
Prince’s Hall, Truro,on Thursday, Feb 20 at 12, Affidavits in- 
tended to be used at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, 
must be filed at the Registrar’s office, Truro, on or before Feb 17. 
Hodge & Co, Truro, solicitors for the petitioner. 


Tougspay, Feb. 4, 1868, 
LrmiTEep In CHANOBRY. 


* of London and Colonial Financial Association (Limited).—Vice- 

hancellor Stuart has appointed Samuel Lovelock, 34, Coleman-st, 
to be Official Liquidator. 

Fremator Granite Quarries Company (Limited).  Potition for wind- 
ing up, presented on Jan 29, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Wood, on Feb 16. Foster, New Burlington-st, solicitor for 
the petitioners, 

London Quays and Warehouses Company (Limited).—The mgd - 











the Rolls has appointed James Cooper, C 
Liquidator, . . 





London and Westpiinstér Co-operative Stores (Limited).—By an order 
made by Vice-Chancellor Malins, dated Jan 24, it was o that 
the said company be wound up. Lawson, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, so- 
licitor for the petitioners. 

Mid- Wales Hotel Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 23, directed to be h before Vice-Chancellor Moline, 
on Feb 14. Robinson, Carey-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, soliciter for 
the petitioners. 

National Standard Fire Insurance Company (Limited).—By an order 
dated Jan 25, it was ordered that the said company be wound up, 
Richardson, solicitor for the petitioners. 

United English and Scottish Life Insurance Company (Limited).— 
By an order made by Vice-Chancellor Stuart, dated Jan 28, it was 
ordered that the said company be wound up. Merriman & Pike, so- 
licitors for the petitioner. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Tvuespay, Feb. 4, 1868. 
Aldeburgh Provident Benefit Society, White Lion Hotel, Aldeburgh, 
Suffolk. Jan 29. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farivar, Jan. 31, 1868. 
Bird, Hy Harrington, Robert-st, Adelphi, Civil Engineer. Feb 27. 
Price » Bird, V.C. Malins. 
Brown, Catherine, Hannah Derbyshire, Jane Morgan, and Dorothy 
Roberts. Feb 23. Suffield v Day, V.C. Malins. 
Coventry, John, Paragon-pl, New Kent-rd, Gent. Feb 29. Coventry 
e Morris, V.C. Malins. 
Dunnell, Thos, Acacia-rd, St John’s-wood, Gent. Feb 29. Dunnell 9 
Rawlings, V.C. Malins. 
a og ane Lodge, East Sheen, Esq. Feb 29. Fisher » 
ilpin, M. R. 
~~ Ps Fras, Bacton, Hereford, Banker. Feb 25. Hamp v Robinson, 


Helbert, Lionel Helbert, Gloucester-pl, Esq. March 20. Helbert o 
Helbert, V.C. Stnart. 

Hayhow, Wm, sen, Margate, Kent, out of business. March 10. Guy 
 Hayhow, V.C. Stuart. 

— Nathaniel, Ashton-under-Lyne. Feb 25. Schofield » Coult- 


art. 
Langley, Stephen, Lpool, Gent. March 1. Langley v Langley, M. R. 
Pitchers, Major Wm, Mortlake, Surrey, Gent. March 2. Pitchers » 
Pitchers, M. R. 
Rees, Philip, Castletown, Monmouth, Grocer. Feb 26. Caldicott o 
Baker, V.C. Malins. 
Sherer, Fanny, Grosvenor-st, Camberwell, Widow. Feb 27. Morris 


v Sherer, V.C. Malins. 
——: Wm, Ealing-pk, Gent. Feb 25. Westoby o Neal, V.C. 
ins. 
Thomson, Richd, London Institution, Finsbury-circus, Esq. Feb 21. 
Thomson v Thomson, M.R. 
Tvespay, Feb. 4, 1868. 
Allison, Wm, Lpool, Wine Merchant. Feb 29. Registrar for the 


Ceart of Chancery, Lpool. 
— Robt, Doncaster, York, Tailor. Feb 23. Bratley o Ellin, 


Boodle, — Cheltenham, Attorney. March2. Gregory @ Boodle, 

. O, Stuart. 

Gibbs, Peter, Leeds, Gent. March 20. Idle e Gibbs, V. C. Stuart. 

Kershaw, Robt, Rochdale, Lancaster, Woollen Manufacturer, Feb 
24, Kershaw v Kershaw, V. C. Malins. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Wirt. car. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fatpay, Jan. 31, 1868. 
Atkinson, Thos, Broughton, Manch, Gent, March 25. Wood, Manch. 
os Jas, Wedmore, Somerset, Gent. March 7. Channing, 
Dear, Ja, Hornsey-lane, Gent. March 1. Davidson & Co, Basing- 
-8 


hi 

Diaper, John Hy, George-st, Hampstead-rd, Gent. Feb 28. Walls, 

e’s-pl, Temple-bar. 

Dudman, Wm John Trelawny, New Cross-rd, Deptford, Ship Builder, 
May |. Heath, Basinghall-st. 

Dunn, Wm, Bloomsbury-st, Tailor. March 1. Catliff, Coleman-st. 

Ffolkes, Wm John Browne, Inland Revenue Office, Somerset-house 
March 25, Frere & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Greene, Alice, Bristol, Widow. March 25. Hellicar, Bristol. 

Hakewill, Hy Phillip, Harrington-sq, Hampstead-rd, Gent. 
Digby & Sharp, Clement’s-lane, Lombard-st. 

MacDowell, Julia, Bath. March 16. Harle, Bath. 

MacDowell, Laird, Lieut. H. M. Indian Army. March 16. Hale, Bath. 

Meggy, Geo, Chelmsford, Essex, Newspaper Proprietor. March 5. 

eggy, Chelmsford. 

Nottingham, Hy, Eagle Public House, Camden Town, Licensed Vic- 
tualler. March !. Nash & Co, Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st. 

Radley, Thos, Ilford, Essex, Blacksmith. March 1. Baddeley & Sons, 
Leeman-st, Goodman’s- fields. 

Sorton, Ann, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Spinster, March 1. Owen. 

Sotham, Wm, Shabbington, Buckingham, Farmer. March 14, T. & 


G, Mallam. 
Tate, Matthias, March, Cambridge, Fellmonger. Feb 29, Wise & 
Dawbarn, March. 
ne, Joseph, Knowle, Warwick, Gent. Feb 29. Rawlins & Rowley, 
rm. 
viggor, Jas, Over, Chester, Innkeeper. April !. Cooke, Over. 
Vobes, Jas, Leekhampton, Gloucester, Gent. April 10, Taynton 


Gloucester, 
Tuxspay, Feb. 4, 1868. 


Clarke, Michael, Corley, Warwick, Farmer. March 14. Woodcocks 
& Co, Coventry. 


Davies, Edwa, Lpool, French Burt Millstone Magufactarer, March 9 
Richardson & Co, Lpool. 


April 2. 
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Dizon, mr Swan, Hilcot Hall, Stafford,Gent. March 1. Bateson & 
Oy 
Drant, wm, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent. March 9. Bell & Leak, 
ull, 
Hall, Thos, Favdebigg, Worcester, Lime Merchant. March 7. Dodd. 
Heffer, Jas, Exning, Suffolk, ¥armer. Feb 22 Button, Newmarket 
Henzell, Mary, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Spinster. April 1, Falcovar, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Hodges, John, Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwick. March 25. Hobbes 
& Co, Stratford-upon-Avon. 
Hodson, Rev Wm. Dartford, Kent. March 10. Baddeley & Sons, 
Leman-st, Goodman’s-fields. 
Howell, John, Wisbech St Peters, Cambridge, Coal ae. March 
12. Brooks & Dubois, Godliman- st, Doctors’-common 
Lazyon, Thos, Falmouth, Cornwail, Tanner. Feb 29. Borlase & Mil- 
ton, Penzance. 
Leach, Felix, Prior's Wood, Dalton, Lancaster, Merchant. March 1. 
Ackerley & Son, Wigan. 
Meastes , Jane, Bolton, Lancaster, Milliner, Aprill. Greenhalgh, 
ton. 
Podmore, John, Wem, Salop, Yeoman. March 18. Barker, Wem. 
— Adam, Halifax, York, Gent. March 81. Cronhelm, 
Talifax 
Sawden, Richd, Flamborough, York, Farmer. April J. Jennings, 
Gt Driffie ld, 
Simons, Hugh, Little Leighs, Essex, Farmer. March 1, Duffield & 
Bruty, Tokenhouse-yard. 
Smith, Alex Sawest, a ueetapart, nr Lpool, Ship Builder, March 
5. Hull & Co, Lpool. 
Tate, John, Matthias, March, Cambridge, Fellmonger. Feb 29. Wesi 
& Dawbarn, March. 
Tompkin, Ann, Freiston, Lincoln, Widow. Feb 14, Forred, Lpool. 
Volans, Wm, York, Wine Merchant. March 10. Smithson, York. 
Wort. Alice, Boiton, Lancaster, Widow. April 1. Greenhalgh, 
Bolton. 
Geeds registered pursuant to Gankruptey Ret, 1861. 
Fripay, Jan. 3], 1868. 
Badcock, Tom, Abingdon, Berks, Drapers Assistant. Jan 27. Asst. 
Reg Jan 30. 
Baker, George, Saint Martin’s-lane, China Dealer. Jan 28, Insp. 
Reg Jan 


Rean, Alexander, Harrogate, York, Grocer. Jan 2, Comp. Reg 


Jan 30. 
Berliner, Benjamin, Duke-st, Aldgate, Baker. Jan 23. Comp. Reg 


oo -y Antonio, Manchester, Merchant. Jan 25, Comp. Reg 

Jan 

Booke, William, Clarendon-road, Nottinghill, Auctioneer. Jan 10, 
Comp. Reg Jan 30. 

Bullesback, Henry, Lee-park, Lee, Tailor. Jan 6. Comp. Reg 
Jan 39. 

Caine, Thoraas, Southsea, Southampton, Bookseller. Jan 28. Comp. 
Keg Jan 30. 

Cardwell, George, Heckmendwike, Yor, Woollen Manufacturer, Jan 
18. Comp. Reg Jan 29. 

Chapman, William, Parliament-st. Jan 25. Comp. Reg Jan 30. 

Champion, Ann, Flamborough, York, Grocer. Jan 2. Asst. Reg 
Jan 30. 

Clark, Henry, Deverson, Bath-st, Newgate-st, Wholesale Clothier. 
Jan 13. Comp. Reg Jan 28. 

bee Bree Bridgwater, Some rset, Brewer. Jan 8. Asst. Reg 


eiseaee Wm, Edw Crabtree, & James Crabtree, ewe Brow, Lan- 
caster, Cotton Spinners. Jan 1. Asst. Reg Jan 2 

Dawes, Henry, Alfred-terrace, Stepney, Lath Tendes, i 27. Comp. 
Reg Jan 30. 

Doidge, Jabez, Leeds, Bookseller. Jan9. Asst. Reg Jan 31. 

Donyglas, Robert, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Draper, Jan 21. 
Asst. Reg Jan 31. 
Iston, Samuel, Paddington-st, Marylebone, Licensed Victualler. 
Dec 31. Comp. Reg Jan 28. 

Francis, Alexander, Poulteney-st, Barnsbury-road, Islington, Egg 
Merchant, Jan 28. Comp, Reg Jan 3!. 

Frank, Julius, Liverpool, Jeweller. Jan 27. Comp. Reg Jan 31. 

Fryer, J John, junior, Crakehall, York. Farmer. Jan 9. Asst. Reg 
an 31. 

Gaunt, Alfred, Padley, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Jan 2, Comp. 
Reg Jan 30, 

Genese, Samson, & Hyams, phen, Bishopsgate-st Within, Tailors. 
Jan 20. Comp. Reg Jan 3 

a, S Gillett, Old Sieringion: Lancaster, Publican. Jan4, Asst. 
Reg Jan 30 

= Richard, Swallowfield, Berks, Miller. Jan 4. Asst. Reg 
Jan 

enum John, Liverpool, Cotton Dealer. Jan 24. Comp. Reg Jan 29, 

“= Rdward, Wakefield, York, Gardener. Jan 7. Comp. Reg 
an 

Hawthorn, Frederick, Alexander, Kingsland-gate, Jeweller. Dec 31 
Asst. Reg Jan 28, 

Horswill, John, Richmond-st, Plymouth, Devon, Baker. Jan 3 
Asst. Reg Jan 3 

Hoyland, Joseph, Salford, Lancaster, Doctor. Jan 13. Comp. Reg 

28. 


Juckles, “John, Aspull, Lancaster, Engineer. Jan 9. Insp. leg 


an 26, 

ee Timperly, Chester, Plumber. Jan29,. Comp. Reg 
Jan 3%, 

Lear, — Menry, Bristol, Spirit Merchant. Jan 10, Asst. Reg- 
Jan 3 

came Joun, Brighouse, York, Manufacturer. Jan 14, Asst. 
Reg Jan 28. 

Medus, George Smith, Rowland’s Castle, Hampshire, out of business. 
Jan 28. Comp. Keg Jan 30. 

Middleton, Charles, Neison-square, Blackfriars-road, out of busi- 
ness. Jan24. Comp. Reg Jan 20. 


er 
Ss 
Moorhouse, Elijah, gra Leeds, York, Coach Builder, Jan 1, 
Comp. Reg. Jan 3}. 
Paschen, Frederick, Wm, Manchester, Adalbert, Diftmer, and 
Paschen, Conrad, Gustav, Mexico. Jan 22, Comp. Reg Jan 29, 
Piggin, John, Drury-lane, Dairyman, Jan 3. Comp. Reg Jan 20, 
Price, John, & Peter Fitzgerald, Swansea, Glamorgan, Timber Sier- 
chauts. Janl4. Comp. Reg Jan 31. 
Priddle, Wm Robt, Campbell-rd, Bow-rd, Confectioner. Jan 17, 
Comp. Reg Jan 3l. 
Reed, + go High-st, Bow, Licensed Victualler. Jan 10. Comp. Reg 


Jan 2 
Rust, Robt Anderson, Argyll-st, Regent-st, Pianoforte Manufacturer, 
Dec 31. Comp. Reg Jan 28, 


Samworth, Chas, Fountain-ct, Strand, Licensed Victualler. Jan 23 
Comp. Reg Jan 31. 

Sellwood, John, Bristol Builder, Jan 14. Comp. Reg Jan 31. 

Slater, Jas, & John — Barnoldswick, York, Manufacturer. Jan 
8. Comp. Reg Jan 3l. 

Snape, Thos, ee -within-Cliviger, Lancaster, Grocer. Jan 7, 
Comp. Reg Jan 30. 

Spurrell, Alphonso Edgar, Plymouth, Devon, Cabinet Maker. Jan 10, 
Asst. Reg Jan 30, 

a Bridgwater, Somerset, Gasfitter. Jan 7. Comp. Reg 
Jan 2 

——_ John, Knottingley, York, Builder, Jan 21. Comp. Reg 


stilt “Wy Solomon, & Fredk Still, Blisset-st, Greenwich, Builders, 
Jan 22. Comp. Reg Jan 24. 
Terry, Jone, Portsmouth, Southampton, Poulterer. Jan 16. Comp. 
Reg Jan 
Tibbey, do Woodstock-st, Fruit Salesman. Jan 15. Comp. Reg 
a, 


Jan 
Towil, Augustus, Lpool, Merchant. Jan 27. Inspectorship, Reg 
Jan 29. 


Walch, Sam], Outwood, Lancaster, Whltster. Dec 31. Inspector- 
ship. Reg Jan 28. 

Wayland, Alfred, Windsor-rd, Lower Norwood, Life Buoy Fender 
Manufacturer. Jan 14. Asst. Reg Jan 29. 

White, Jas Geo, Leicester, Draper. Jan 7. Asst. Reg Jan 30. 

Ww ana, Jas, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Jan 2. Comp, Reg 
Jan 

Witmond, Morris, Church-lane, Whitechapel, Cigar Manufacurer, 
Jan 22. Comp. RegJan3l, 

Turspax, Feb. 4, 1868. 

Abott, James, Sheffield, Contractor. Jan 7. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 

‘Adams, Thomas, Kidderminster, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, 
Jan 14. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 


Reg Jan 3 

Bamlett, latin, Sunderland, Durham, Printer, Jan 25. Comp 
Reg Feb 4. 

Baron, Edw, Howorth, Choriey, Lancaster, Milliner. Jan 29, Comp, 
“Reg Feb 4. 

Borre, John, Birmingham, Grocer, Jan 29. oa. Reg Feb 4. 

Bradley, Joseph, Sheffield, Engineer. Jan 21, Comp. Keg Feb 4, 

we George, Manchester, Commission Agent. Jan 7. Comp 
Reg Feb 3. 

Brock, Juhn, Whitecross-"t, Sawyer. Jan 31. Comp. Reg Feb 4. 

Butler, Wm, Sittingbourne, Kent, Brickmaker. Jan 20, Comp 
Reg Feb 3. 

Carrali, John, York, Bootmaker. Jan 25, Asst. Reg 4 4. 

Coleman, Jonathan, Shrewsbury, Salop. Draper, Jan 2 Comp. 


gFeb! 
Crosby, hed & Holdsworth, John, Kingston-upon Hull, Fruiterer 
Jan 6. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 
Fisher, Wm, Birmingham, Tailor. Jan3. Comp. Reg Feb! 
Glover, Wm, ren road, Masborough, York, Miller. ‘Jan. 
Asst. Reg Feb 1 
oo. Ellen, Oldham, Lancaster, Cotton Waste. Feb 1. Comp. Reg 
b 3 


Fe 

Greens, M Marks, Nottingham, Dealer in Jewellery. Jan 24, Comp. 
Re, b 4. 

Halen, 8: Samuel, Cambridge-terrace, Notting-hill, Accountant. Jan 16, 
Comp. Reg Jan 30, 

Harrison, Hy Brougham Stecle, Aston Manor, near Birmingham, 
Manager. Jan 30. Comp. Reg Feb 2 

Harrison, George, Hollingbourne, Maidstone, Kent, Bark Merchant. 
Jan 26. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 

Hayes, Hy Baker, Segeeneann, North End, Fulham, Artist. Jan 
28. Comp. Reg Feb | 

Hemming, Geo Putland, Brownlow- st, Holborn, Paper Maché Masu- 
facturer. Jan 23. Comp, Reg Feb 4. 

Hill, Geo, Henwood, Cornw::l!, Draper. Jan 27, Asst. Reg Feb 1. 

ay we yao Speldhurst-rd, South Hackney, Clerk, Jan 23. Comp. 


Reg Fe 
= Edwd, Flamborough, York, Innkeeper, Jan 22. Asst. Reg 
Feb 4 


Hoghton, Fras Robt, Hunter-st, Brunswick-sq, Surgeon. Feb 2. Comp. 

keg Feb 4, 

Homes, Wm Paul, aio omy Brunswick-sq, Boot Manuficturer. 

Dec 31. Comp. Reg Jan 

Hustler, | Anderson, Havchett's Hotel, Piccadilly. Jan 16. Comp. 
Reg Feb 4 

_ _ Salisbury, Wilts, out of business. Jan 30. Comp. Reg. 

Pi ‘vm, Oswestry, Salop, Slater. Jan 13. Asst. Reg Feb 1. 

Jones, Eliz, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. Jan 8, Asst. Reg 
Feb 

Jones, Chas, Plymcuth, Devon, Tea Dealer. Jan 14, Asst. Reg 

Johnson, Jas, Duke-st, Chelsea, Grocer, Jan 16, Comp. Reg 
Feb 3 


Joubert, Leg Percy-st, Bedford-sq, Cabinet Maker. Jan 11. Asst. 
Reg Fe’ 
ben 4 Eustace, Woolsthorpe, Lincoln, Surveyor. Jan10. Comp. Reg 





a _ Malcolmson, Liverpool, Draper. Jan 3. Comp. Reg. 
an . 


Lasley, Orlando, Portland-pl, St John’s Wood, Millinor. Jan 7. Aséte 
Reg Feb 3, 


Ball, ee Great Dover-st, Borough, Grocer. Jan 29. Comp. 
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ton, Crosby, Glossop, Derby, Grocer. Feb 3. Comp. Reg 


4. 
usm, Geo, Leicester, Jeweller. Jan25. Comp. Reg Jan 31. 
Maate, Joseph, Castle Howard, York, Innkeeper. Jan8, Asst. Reg 


Faas > john, Slaithwaite rd, Lewisham, Builder. Jan 30. Comp. Reg 


‘eb 
site, John, Wm foeg= & Jas McCaig, Neath, Glamorgan, Brewers. 
Jan 8. Comp. eb 3. 
MeCornick, og Walsall, Stafford, Photographer, Jan 20. Comp. 
Reg Feb 
itetell, Wm Fort, Salford, innceet. Sewing Machine Shuttle 
Maker. Jan 25. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 
Morgan, owe Rees, ontardawe, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan ld. 
Comp. ‘eb 
ek, Hy Win Chidzey, Bristol. Jan 29. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 
Newman, Wim, Walsall Stafford, General Dealer. Jan 30. Comp. 
Reg Jan 
ae Alfred Jas, Moseley, Worcester, Merchant’s Clerk. Jan 23, 
Comp. Reg Feb 3. 
Parlour, Chas, —_, Chromo Printer. Panten st, Haymarket, 
Jan1. Comp. Reg Jan 3). 
Price, James Wm, Kempsey, Worcester, Miller. Jan 8. Comp. Reg 


Feb l. 

Rawson, Saml, Stanton-on-the-Wolds, Nottingham, Farm Labourer. 
Jan 30. Comp. Reg Fe 

Reidy. J a Bishop's ter, Kennington- rd, Contractor. Jan 18, Asst. 
R 3. 

Be Ba anergy , Aylesbury, Buekingham, Coal Merchant. Jan 11, 
Asst. g Fe 

Scott, John, Oxford-st, Manufacturer of Patented Articles. Jan 4. 
Comp. Reg Feb}. 

Sailling, “Edwin, Milton-next-Sittingbourne, Kent, Grocei’s Assistant, 
Jan30. Comp. Reg Jan 

Shotton, = Rothbury, Northumberland, Saddler. Jan6. Asst. 
Reg Jan 

Street, Hy, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Jan 29. 
Comp. Reg Fe 

Tait, Robt, Hitchin, Herts, Draper. Jan 10. Conv. Reg Feb 3. 

Ta lor, Geo, Leytonstore, Essex, Tailor, Jan 30. Asst. Reg 
‘an 3l, 

Taylor, Joseph, Macclesfield, Chester, Silk Manufacturer. Jan 28. 
Asst. Reg Feb 4. 

Peni. aaa Ulverston, Lancaster, Boot Maker. Jan 6. Asst. 
Reg Jan 3 

Thomas, Wi, Prendegast, Teverfordwest, Pembroke, Farmer. Jan 
28. Comp. ig Fe 

ee. Josiah, St Agnes, Cornwall, Tailor. Jan 7. Asst. Reg 
an 31. 

Warriner, Geo, Bedford-row. Gent. Jan 20. Comp. Reg Feb 3. 

Weston, Thos, Albjon-rd, Woolwich, Corn Dealer. Jan 25. Comp. 


Reg Feb 3. 
iy Richd, Barnstaple, Devon, Innkeeper. Janll. Asst, Reg 

eb 4. 

Sankruypis 
Fripay, Jan. 31, 1868, 
To Surrender in London. 

oo, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 21, 

at 12. 


Bate, Richd, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan2l. Feb 19 at 1. 

Beckitt, Albert, Ivy-lane, Accountant. Pet Jan29. Pepys. Feb 20 
at2, Brighten, Bishopsgate-st Without. 

Birk, Peter Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 21. Feb 19 


Pepys. Feb 


atl. 
Blenkarn, Fredk, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 27 (for pan). 
Brougham. Feb 19 atl. Drake, Basinghall-st. 
Brown, John Builey, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan2l. Feb 19 


atl. 

Buck, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 29 (for pau). Roche. 
Feb 12 at 12. Pitman, Guiidhall-chambers, Basiughall-st. 

Burness, Saml, Elizabeth-villa, Lavender-rd, Battersea, Shopman. 
Pet Jan 27. Pepys. Feb 13 at 2. Geaussont, New Broad-st. 

Craker, Chas, Forest-rd, Dalston, Bootmaker. Pet Jan 29. Feb 19 
at 12. Dobie, Basinghall- st. 

Cross, Chas Hy, Newest, Kennington-pk-rd, Comm Agent. Tet Jan 
0. Roche. Feb1i2at12. Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Davis, John, jun, Aldershot, Southampton, Hotel Keeper. Pet Jan 24. 
Pepys. Feb 13 at 12. Lott, Parliament-st. 

oy ie Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 21. Pepys. Feb 

at 

Doery, Alvarah, Catherine-st, Copenhagen-st, Caledonian-rd, Compo- 
sitor. Pet Jan 24. Keb 17 at 2. Steadman, London-wall. 

Darant, Lewis Rider, Cross-st, Walworth-rd,lronmonger. Pet Jan 
25. Pepys. Feb 20 at}. Dinsdale, Poulery. 

rr byt Goodman, Clarence-rd, Bow, Comm Agent, Adj Jan 21. 

eb 19 at 

Green, Edwd Kersey, Hitham, Suffolk, Miller, Pet Jan 27. Roche. 
Feb 12at 11. Sherriff & Son, Fenchurch-st. 

Griffiths, Eliz, Chelmsford, Es-ex, British School Teacher. Tet Jan 
25. Pepy 8. Feb 13 at 2. Jones, Chelmsford. 

Harris,’Phistip John, Prisoner for Debt, Oxford, Adj Jan 22, Popys. 
Feb 20 atl. 

Jarvis, Wm Chas, Warwick-rd, Paddington, out of business. Pet Jan 
25. Feb 19 at 12. 

em, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 22. Pepys. Feb 

Oatl 

King, Thos, Jamaica-rd, Bermondsey, Beershop-Keeper. Pet Jan 28. 
fiche, Feb 12 ati1. Brown, Weaver's-hall, Basinghall-st. 

baler. dueepe Wildsmith, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 21. 

at 12 

Levy, Hy Pehav Ls Leman-st, Whitechapel, General Merchant. Adj 
Jan 2t, Feb 19 at2. 

M Swyny, Felis, heciee Whitecross-st, Dairyman. Pet Jan*7. Feb 
atl. Rigby, Coleman-st, 

Miles, John, Aldermanbury, Comm Merchant. Pet Jan27. Feb 19 
atl2. Chidley, Ironmonger-laue. 

ey Hurstbourne Priors, Hants, Grocer, Adj Jan22. Feb 


Neal, John, Warwick-st, Woolwich, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 27. 
Feb 19 ab 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st 

Parker, Jas, Sidcup, Kent, no business. Pet fan 29, Roche. Feb 12 
atll. Lawrence & Co, Old Jewry-chambers 

Parish, Wm Goodwin, Roydon, Essex, Farmer. Pet Jan 27. Pepys. 
Feb 20 at 2. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

rae. br Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 21, Pepys. Feb 


Ri Saml, Royal-hill, Greenwich, Plumber. Pet Jan 27. Roche. 
Feb 12 at Il. Farnfield, Church-ct, Clement’s-lane. 

Robinson, Wm, Brook End, Bedford, Cattle Dealer. Pet Jan 28, 
Roche. Feb 12 atJ. Ellis & Crossfield, America-sq. 

Ryan, ‘Martin, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 23 (for pau). 
Brougham. Feb 24at1!. Hicks, Orchard-st, Portman-sq. 

— Stephen, Marylebone-rd, House Agent. Adj Jan 21. Feb 19 


Sherwin, Wm, Whitton-rd, Hounslow, Stonemason. Pet Jan 23. Feb 
17 at 2. Scott, Basinghall-st 

Soar, Wm Hy, Vauxhall-bridge-rd, Plumber. Tet Jan 25. Pepys. 
Feb 15 at 2. Peckham, Doctor’s Commons, 

Stanbrook, Hannah, Twyford, Winchester, Hants, Farmer. Pet Jan 
28. Pepys. Feb 20 at 2. Jones, New-inn, Strand. 

Starkey, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 27 (for pau). 
toche. Feb 19ati2. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall st. 

Stephens, Wm Ily, Bedford row, Attorney. Pet Jan 29. Roche. Feb 
12at 12. Chorley, Moorgate-st. 

Wade, Nicholas Gribbell, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Jan 21. 
Pepys. Feb 20 at 12. 

Wenham, Wn, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Jan 21. Pepys. Feb 
20 at 12. 

Wigg, Wm Edwd, Norwich, Grocer. Pet Jan2l. Feb19at1l. Doyle 
& Co, Vernlam-bldgs 

Williams, Andrew Jas, *Prisonor for Debt, London. Adj Jan 21. Pepys. 
Feb 29 at 12. 

Wood, Richd, Park-ter, Latimer-rd, Notting-hill, out of business. Pet 
Jan 27. Pepys. Feb 18 at2. Basset, Gt James-st, 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Abbott, Richd Baker, Garston, Lancaster, Pattern Maker. Pet Jan 28, 
Hime. Lpool, Feb 13 at 3. Grocott, Lpool 

Alexander, Jas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Physician. Pet Jan 28. Gib- 
son. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Feb 11 qt 12. Keenlyside & Forster, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Archer, Thos, Chisleden, Wilts, Grocer. Pet Jan 28. 
Swindon, Feb 13 at 11. 

Askew, Thos, Parton, Cumberland, Grocer. Pet Jan 29. Were. White- 
haven, Feb lt at 12. McKelvie, Whitehaven. 

Acton, Wm, Brighton-Sands, Lancaster, Builder, Pet Jan 27. Lpool, 
Feb 14 at 1!. Blackhurst, Lpool. 

Atkinson, Joseph, Dalton-in-Furness, Lancaster, Labourer. Pet Jan 
27. Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Feb 13 at 10. ‘Jackson, Ulverston. 

Barraclough, Thos, Sheffield, York, Joiner. Pet Jan 22. Wake. Shef- 
field, Feb 12 atl. Sugg, "Sheffield, 

Beswick, Michael, ’risoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Jan 15. Hulton. 
Salford, Feb 15 at 9.30. 

Booth, Jonathan, Hauley, Earthenware Deaier. Pet Jan 27. Challi- 
nor. Hanley, March 7 at 11. 

Bond, Thos, Dalton, York, Farmer. Pet Dec 16. Jones. Hudders- 
field, Feb 24 at 10. Dransfield, Huddersfield: 

Bothamley, Chas, Sutton St Mary, Lincoln, Beer Retailer. Pet Jan 27. 
Caparn. Lolbeach, Feb 1! at 10. Ayliff, Holbeach. 

Cannon, Bernard, Oldham, Lancaster, Clothes Dealer. Vet Jan 27, 
Tweedale. Oldham, Feb 12 at 12. Ascroft, Oldham. 

Childs, Wm, Laxton, Nottingham, Blacksmith. Pet Jan 28. Newton. 
Newark, Feb 12 at 11.30. Bescoby, East Retford. 

Clarke, John, Lpool, out of business. Yet Jan 28. Hime. Lpool, Feb 
12 at 3. Grocott, Lpool. 

Cook, Wm Page, Evesham, Worcester, Manager. Pet Jan 24, Cheek. 
Evesham. Feb 13at 1. Eades, Lpool. 

Crage, ‘hos, Weston-super-Mare Somerset,Carpenter. Pet Jan 28, 
nies Ww eston-super-Mare, Feb 14 at ll. Vhillott, Wcsten-super- 

ar 

Crock, Benj. Chis! ar Wilts, Carrier, Pet Jan 27. Townsend. 
Swindon. Feb 13 : 

Dare. Hy, Prioaer : Debt, Lancaster. Adj Jan 15. Harris. Manch, 

eb 15 atl 

Eaves, Thos, , for Debt, Warwick. Adj Jan 11, Mitchell. 
Solihull, Feb 15 at 10. 

Elger, John, Braintree, Essex, Shoemaker. Pet Jan 22. Cuanington. 
Braintree, Feb 11 at IC. Smoothy. Braintree. 

Farrell, Michael, & Geo Farrell, Cirencester, Gloucester, Hardwaremen. 
Pet Jan 29. Wilde. Bristol, Feb 12 at 11. Henderson, Bristol. 

Fowler, Wm, Whitby, York, Jet Ornament Manufacturer. Pet Jan 27. 
Bachanan. W hitby, Feb 12 at 11. Hindmarsh, Whitby. 

Gardiner, Chas, Bursiem, Stafford, Bootmaker. Pet pA 25. Challi- 
nor. Ilanley, March7 at 1l. Tomkinson, Burslem, 

Glover, Wm Jas Schodde, Warwick, Surgeon. PetJan22 Hill. Birm, 
Feb !2 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Green, Alfred, Birm. out of business. Adj Jan (7 (for pau). Hill, 
Birm, Feb 12 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Gri bole, Wn, Tavistock, Devon, out of business. Pet Jan 29. Exeter, 
Feb 12 at 12. Floud, Exeter. 
Hall, Geo, Barrow-npou-Humber, Linco!n, Miller, Pet Jan 22, Leeds, 
Feb 12 at 12. Bell & Leak, Hull. 
Hawkins, Chas, Manch, Beer Retailer. 
Feb 15 at 9.50. Thompson, Manch. 

Hoi.ingsworth, Wm Stamp, Kingston-upon-Iall, Chemist. Pet Jan 
<9. “Phillips. Kingstou-upon-Huil, Feb !7 at ih. Chester, Hull. 

Howell, Jas, Brighton, Sussex, Schooimaster. Pet Jan 28. Evershed. 
Brighton, Feb i7at ll. Lamb, Brighton. 

James, Wm Thos, St George, Gloucester, Carpenter. Pet Jan 27. 
Wilde. ristol, Feb 12at 11. Barnett, Bristol. 

Johannin g, Gus tavus Adc wiphus Edwd, Lpoul, Book-Keeper. Pet Jan 
27. Hime. Feb llat2. Barker, Lpool. 

Kerslake, Wm, Exeter, Painter. Pet Jan 28. Daw. Exeter, Feb ll 
at ll, Floud. Exeter. 

Lee, Andrew, West Hartlepool, Durham, Draper. Pet Jan 29. Gib- 
son. Newcastle upon Tyne, Feb ll at 13. Hoyle & Co, Newcastle- 


Townsend. 


Pet Jan 27. Lulton. Salford, 





upon-Tyne. 
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yy teh, , Carpenter. Pet Jan 28. Harley. Bristol, Feb 

21 atl i 

Mills, Geo Thos, Bristol, Livery Stable Proprietor. Pet Jan 27. Har- 
ley. Bristol, Feb 21 at 12. fi ewe 

Nevard, Wm, Neweastle-upor ne, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 28. New- 
castle-u m-Tyne, Feb 1 ms ponsfield, Newcastle -upon-Tyne. 

Oldham, .— jun, Grange ter, Builder. Pet Jan 28. Postle- 

thwaite. Ulverston, Feb ‘13 at 10. “—— Barrow-in-Furness. 

Praker, Geo, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Greengrocer. Pet Jan 17. 
Tibbits. ‘Warwick, Feb 8 at 11. Overell, Leamington Priors. 

Phillips, Thos, Whitland, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. t Jan25. Owen, 
Nar » Feb 13 at 11. Lascelles, Narberth. 

Ridd, Wm, ‘Highampton, Devon, Farmer. Pet Jan28. Burd. Oke- 
hampton, Feb 15 at 12. James, Okehampton. 


Robinson, John, & Geo Robinson, Gt Habton, York, Farmer. Pet Jan 

30. Leeds,Feb 17 at 11. Dale, York. 

Rudge, Thos, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Roll Turner. Adj Jan 30. 
Brown. Wolverhampion, Feb 23 at 12, Barrow, Wolverhampton. 

— Jas, Cattle Shaw, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Pet Jan 

- Summerscales. Saddleworth, Feb 12at 1. Minor, Manch. 

Shepherd, Jane, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Jan 15. Macrae. 
Lancaster, Feb 14 at ll. 

Sketchley, John, Prisoner for Debt, Leicester. Adj Oct 18. Lei- 
cester, Feb 22 at 10. Owston, Leicester. 

Slade, Lois, Yeovil, Somerset, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 29. Exeter, Feb 11 
at ll. Watts, Yeovil. 

Smallwood, Jas, & Alfred Lewis, Barton St Mary’s, Gloucester, out of 
——- Pet Jan 28. Wilde. Bristol, Feb 12at11. Clutterbuck, 

Smith, Wm, Barnack, Northampton, Butcher. Adj Jan 15 (for pau). 
Shield & Hough. Stamford, Feb 17 at 11.30. Stapleton, Stamford. 

Smith, John, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, prey Adj Jan 15 
(for pau). Postiethwaite. Ulverston, Feb 13 at 9. 

Stead, John, Clifton, York, Farmer, Pet Jan 30, oe Feb 17 at ll. 
Dale, York. 

Stead, ‘Walter, Manningham, York,Comm Agent. Pet Jan 27, Brad- 
ford, Feb 11 at 9.15. Harle, Bi radfo! 

Thurston, John Wm, Norwich, Clerk. ‘Adj Jan 17 (for pau). Palmer. 
Norwich, Feb 12 at Il. 

Warne, Jas, j jun, Prisoner for Debt, Southampton. Adj Jan 26 (for 
pau). Blake. Newport, Feb 15at 12. Beckingsale, Newport. 

Wharton, John, Salford, Draper. Pet Jan 28, Hulton. Salford, Feb 
15 at 9.30. Elliott, Manch, 

White, Saml, West Derby, Lancaster, out of business, Pet Jan 25. 
Hime. Lpool, Feb 10 at 3. Ritson, Lpool. 

Williams, Chas Berry, Bristol, Timber Merchant. Pet Jan 27, Wilde. 


Bristol, Feb 12at tl. Brittan & Sons, Bristol. 
Williams, Moses, Birm, Builder. Pet Jan27, Tudor. Birm, Feb 14 
at 12. Parry, Birm. 
Pet Jan 28. Lpool, Feb 11 at 


7, Geo, jun, Lpool, Ship Broker. 
Lace & Co, Lpool. 


Tusspay, Feb 4, 1863. 
To Surrender in London. 
Black, Andrew, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 29 (for pau). 
Pepys. Feb 20at2. Dobie, Basinghall-st 
Brown, Nathaniel John, Burney-st, Greenwich, Usher. Pet Peb 1. 
Murray. Feb 17 atl. Pook, Lawrance Pountney- hill, Cannon-st, 
Bradley, Archilbald, Ney a oe Commercial Clerk. Pet Feb |. 
Feb 24 at 1. Dubois Maynard, Church-passage, Gresham-st. 


Breton, John, Be av Commercial-rd East, Baker. Pet Jan 30, 
Murray. Feb17atil. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Bryant, Hy, Baker’s-lane, Streatham-comm, Gardener. Pet Jan 30 
Feb 24 at 12. Bickley, Bouverie-st. J 

Burgess, Wm Edwd, Ball’s Pond-rd, Licensed Victualler. Pet Jan 30. 
Pepys. Feb 25 at il. Beard, Basinghall-st. 

Burry, Chas, Christchurch, Hants, Plumber. Pet Jan 31. Murray. 


Feb 17 at 12. Peacock, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 
Baronet, Sir Hy Chudilei - ’h Oxenden, Shepher’s Well, nr Dover, Kent. 
Pet Jan Jan 29. Pepys. Feb20at2. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, Hol- 


born 

Deeks, Robt, Bromley, Carpenter, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet 
Jan 28 (for pau). Feb 19at2. Dobie, Basinghall-s¢, 

Dixon, Wm Hy, Denmark-cottages, Black Lion-lane, Hammersmith, 
Retired Commander R.N. Pet Jan 31. Tepys, Feb 25 at 12 
Peverley, Coleman-st. 

Dudley, Woodward, Naylor-rd, Commercial-rd, Painter. Pet Jan 25, 
Pepys. Feb 20 at 2. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s-inu. 

Ebertsehuser, John, Wilmington-sq, Clerkenwell, Artificial Florist. 
ee _ 30, Murray. Feb i7at1l. Briant, Winchester-house, Old 


Iogeral "Knookholt Kent, Carpenter. Pet Jan3l. Pepys. Feb 25. 
at 12. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Johnson, ro Hilditch, Guildford-st, Russell-sq, Clerk. Pet Jan 29. 


Feb 24 ‘at i. Byles, Red Lion-sq 
Malenoir, John, jun, Crosby- hall” “Chambers, Bishopsgate-st, Wine 


Cooper. Pet Febl. Pepys. Feb25at12. Brown, Weaver's-hall, 

Pe ego U was 
ansbridge pper Whitecross-st, Draper. Pet Jan 23. Feb 
24 at 2. Davidson & Co, Basinghall-st. ” 

Mitchell, Wm, Bates’-ter, Wandsworth-rd, Greengrocer. Pet Jan 28, 
Feb 24 at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Orbell, Saml, Hartford, Huntingdon, Brewer. Pet Jan 29. Pepys. 
Feb 25 at i. Fox & Co, Gresham-house, Old Broad-st. 

Smith, ag Little Portland-st, Regent-st, Isinglass Importer, Pet 


Jan 2. Pepys. Feb 25at1l. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 

Splatt, Thos, Bridge-avenue, Hammersmith, Stock and Share Dealer. 
Pet Jan 30, Feb 25atil. Marshall, Lincoln’ '8-inn-field. 

Still, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Jan 29 (for pau). Brough- 
ton. Feb 24 atil, Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basingball-s. 


Stonex, Ley Argyle-st, Euston rd, Draper. Pet Jan 31, Murray. 
Feb 17 at 12. Preston, Basinghall-st. 
Walter, Frank, Lea Bridge,Comm Agent. Pet Jan3!. Murray, Feb 


17 at 12. Durant, Guildhall. chambers, Basinghall.st. 

Warren, Mark, Caledonian-rd, “> se Milliner, Pet Jan 31, Pepys. 
Feb 25 at 12. Dobie, Basinghall-st, 

Rawlings, Thos John Wm Hy, Devonshire-rd, Forest-hill, Auctioneer. 


Wilston, Gt College-st, Camden-town, Contractor. Pet Jan 30. Mur. 
ray. Feb 7 at 11. Ablett, Cambridge-ter, Hyde-pk. 
Wright, Hy bee , Champion-ter, Wandsworth, Barrister. Pet Jan 
30. Murray, Feb 17 at 12. Hayes, Serle-st, Lincoln’ 8-inn, 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Amos, Edwd Walter, Dover, Kent, aan. Pet Jan 29, Greenhow, 
Dover, Feb 18 at 12. Minter, Dove 


Argent, Wm Ignatius, ~~ ~_, Musio Teacher. Pet Jan 31. Lpoo} 
eb 17 at 12, Evans & Lpool, 


Atkinson, Fras Jas, Manch, Cotton Dealer, Pet Jan 31, Harrie, 
Manch, Feb 18 at 12, Gill & Bradford, Manch. 
ay Miles Platting, Lancaster, out of business. Pet Jan 30, 


Harris. Manch, Feb 19 at 11. Crowther & Orton, Manch, 
— Wm, Littie Horrowden, Northampton, Skin Dealer, Pet Jan 
Burnham. Wellingborough, Feb 19 at 11. Cook, Welling. 


Dorough. 

Bostin, Geo, Prisoner for Deht, Sates. Adj Jan 20. Wright. Ampt. 
hill, Feb 17 at 11. Stimson, Bedford. 

Brown, Thos, Derby, Beerseller. Pet Jan 24, Weller. Derby, Feb 


13 at1%. Flewker, Derby. 


Casbolt, Jonathan, Balsham, Cambridge, Bricklayer. Pet Jan 30, 
wage es Feb 15 at 1. Hunt, Cambridge. 
Case, Hy Moord, Maidstone, Kent, Journeyman Tailor. Pet Jan 2:, 


Scudamore. Maidstone, Feb 15 at 11. Goodwin, Maidstone. 

Chapman, Thos, Derby, Ng naan Maker. Pet Jan 25. Weller, Derby, 
Feb 18 at 12. W 1, Der! 

Cowin, Edwd, Hulme, hey uilder. Pet Jan 31. Harris, Manch, 
Feb 19 at lh. Addieshaw, Manch. 

Cox, Wm, Waterloo, Hants, Huntsman. Pet Jan 29. Howard. Porths. 
mouth, Feb 15 at 12. Champ, Portsea. 


Cradick, Thos, St Dominic, Cornwall, Market Gardener. Pet Feb 1, 
Childs. Liskeard, Feb 15 at 12. Nicholls, Callington. 
Davies, John, Brockmoor, Stafford, Innkeeper. Pet Jan 31. Harward. 


Stourbridge, Feb 21 at 10. Pearman, Stourbridge. 
Drew, Geo, jun, Cofton Hacket, Worcester, Journeyman Bootmaker, 
Pet Jan 30. coe. Redditch, March3 at il. Fitter, Birm. 


Dutton, Geo, Lpool, Horse Dealer. Pet Jan29. Hime. Lpool, Feb 
l4at 3. Henry, Lpool. 
Edwards, John Parry, Holyhead, Anglesey, Contractor. Pet Jan 30. 


Lpool, Feb 14 st 12. Best, Lpool.' 

Ferguson, John, Prisoner for Debt, Winchester. Pet Jan 22. Howard, 
Feb 15 at 12. Champ, Portsea. 

Fielding, John, Cople: Wood, Halifax, Police Constable. Pet Jan 31. 
Rankin. Halifax, Feb21at 10. Brierley, Halifax, 

Freeman, Jas, Birm, Labourer. Pet Jan 24. Guest. Birm, Feb 21 at 
10. Parry, Birm. 

Hammond, Geo, Darlington, Durham, Butter Factor. Pet Jan 13, 
Gibson, Newcastle-upon~Tyne, Feb 19 at 12. Hoyle & Co, New- 

castle-upon- _ 

Harrison, Jas, est Ferry, Lincoln, Bootmaker. Pet Jan2*. Burton. 
Lenco cen wd Feb 13 at ll. Bladon, Gainsborough. 

Harper, Wm John, Chester, no business. Pet Jan 28. Porter. Chester, 
Feb 18 at 12. Stringer, Manch. 

Hart, Hy, Christchurch, Southampton, Boot Maker. Pet Jan 30. 
Druitt. Christchurch, Feb 15 at 11. Sharp, Christchurch. 

Haskell, Jesse, Edmondsham, Dorset, Bootmaker. Pet Jan 28. Raw- 
_ Wimborne Minsi<:, Feb 14 at 11, Tanner, Wimborne Min- 


a Wm, Aspatria, Cumberland, Schoolmaster, Adj Jan 15, 
ee ~etommentin mathe dats, Feb 19 at 12. Hoyle, Newcastle- 
upon- 

Jefcott, m, Birm, out si eel Pet Jan 28, Willoughby. Daven- 
try, Feb 12.at10. Gery, Daventr. 

Keetiey, Robt, Gt Grimsby, unoshe Ship Builder. Pet Feb 1. 
Feb 26 at 12. Moss & Lowe, Hull. 

— Hy Tipple, Heigham, Norwich, Journeyman Currier. 
Feb 1. Palmer. Norwich, Feb 13 at 1h. Chittock, Norwich. 


Leeds, 


Pet 


Knaggs, Richd, & Wm Knaggs, Boltby, York, Farmer. Let Jan 31. 
Leeds, Feb 17 at 11. Richardson, hirsk. 

Lazenby, Hy, Leeds, Leather Hose Maker. Pet Jan 29. Marshall. 
Leeds, Fe "18 at 12. Granger & Son, Leeds. 

Littlefair, ae Durham, Law Clerk. Pet Jan 3l. Greenwell. Dur- 

m, Feb 19 at ll. Brignal, Durham. 
Marriott, a Thos, Batley, York, Cotton Warp Manufacturer, Pet 
b 3. ds, Feb 17 at 11. Walker, Dewsbury 

Milner, Wm, Grimesthorpe, York, Comm Agent. et Jan 30. Wake. 
Sheffield, Feb 15 at 1. Unwin, Sheffiel id. 

Milsom, Isaac, Bath, Umbrella ee Pet Jun 29. Smith. 
Bath, Feb 17 at 11. Bartrum, Bath. 

Morgan, Danl, Nelson Village, ‘Saecen Tailor. Pet Jan 29. 


Sp ckett. Pontypridd, Feb 15 at 12. Davis, Cardiff, 
Morgan, John, Defynnock, Brecknock, sania Pet Jan 29. Evans, 
Brecknock, Feb 16 at 2. Bishop, Bree: 
” Pet Feb 1. Fiske. Beccles. 


Neal, Thos, Beccles, "suffolk, Watchmaker. 
Feb 18 atl0. Kent, Beccles. 

Oakes, Ralph, Sandbach, Chester, out of business. Pet Jan 24. Latham, 
Congleton, Feb 15 at 2. Garside, Congleton. 


Oakley, John, Northampton, Tailor. Pet Jan 30, Dennis, North- 
ampton, Feb 15 at 10. White, Northampton. 
Orton, Eliz, Atherstone, Warwick, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 1. Baxter. 


Atherstone, Feb 22 at ll. Tippetts, A erstone 
Paramore, John, Plymouth, Devon, Boot Maker. 
East Stoneshouse, Feb 15 at 11. Edmonds & Sons, Plymeuth. 
Payne, Sarah, Bristol, Stationer. Pet Jan 30. Harley. Bristol, Feb 
lat 12, Stubbs. 
ab Thos John, Gefynnock. Brecknock, Weollen Draper. Pet Jan 
29. Evans. Brecknock, Feb 18 at 3, Phillips, Brecon. 
Richard, Jeb, & Richd Hill, Smethwick, Stafford, lronmasters. Pet 
Jan20. Tudor. Birm, Feb 14at 12. Bolton & Sanders, Dudley. 
Rigden, Wm, Whitstable, Kent, Diver. Pet Jun 80. Callaway, Can- 
terbar: a, Feb 13 at 12. De Lataux, Canterbui 


ne pet Jan 19. Pearce. 


Rocke, Chas Griffiths, Caerleon, Monmouth, — eeper. Pet Jan 28, 
Roberts. Newport, Feb 18 at 11. Graham, N wport, 

Rolfe, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, on, Pet pm, 30. * Lpool, Feb 17 
at 12, og 4 & Co, Lpool. 


, Portsmouth, Hants, Plumber. Pet Jan 29, Howard, 





Pet Jan 31, Feb 24 at12, Drake, Baeinghall-st, 


oieceemealt, Feb 15at 12, Champ, Portsea, 





* 
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shaw, H h, Oldham, Lancaster, Farm Servant, Pet Jan 28. Harris. 

ee Feb 17.at 12. Mellor, Oldham. 

sidedotham, John, & Nathan Sidebotham, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lan- 
easter, Machinists. Pet Jan 27. Harris. Manch, Feb 18 at 11. 

ar, Ashton-under-Lyne. 

qhompson, John, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Builder. Pet Jan 

g1. Gibson. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Feb 19 at 12. Steel, Sunder- 


, Wm, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Ropemaker. Pet 


8. 98, Slaney. Newcastle-under-Lyme, Feb 1i atll. Litchfield, 
Newcastle-un: ier-Lyme. 
qrow, Hy, Wootton Basset, Wilts, + ea Pet Jan31. Wilde. Bris- 


tol, Feb 12at 11. Trennery, Bristol. 


Walters, Hy, Birm, Fishmonger’s Assistant. Pet Jan 31. Guest. 
Birm, Feb ‘21.at 10. Rowlands, Birm. 
Watkinson, John, Prisoner for Debt, \ aaa Adj Jan 16. Marshall. 


Leeds, Feb 18 at 12. Pullan, 
Whittaker, Wm, Cheetham, Manch, Clerk. Pet Feb 1. Harris. Manch, 


Feb #4at 11, Fox, Manch. 
Woods, John, Look Wine Agent. Pet Jan 30. Lpool, Feb 13 at 11. 
ibe 
Walsall, 


Pemberton, Lpoo 
Wood, David ‘John, Walsall, Stafford, Baker, Pet Jan 31, 
Feb 24at 12. Thomas, Walsall. 
BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
Toxspay, Feb. 4, 1868, 
Kidd, Joshua, Beaufort-ter, Peckham-rye, Gas Engineer. Jan 27, 








oem 
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RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, (LD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro 
for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form:— 
ProrosaL For Loan on Morraaces. 

Date...» 

Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i. 6., whether for a term certutn, ar by 
ments 


gnaual or other pay ) 
Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land ur build- 


ings, state the net annual income) 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security, 
By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 


SCHOOL, 





GREAT BERKHAMSTED, HERTS, 
26 miles from London on L. & N. W. R. 


Heap Master—The Rev, E. BARTRUM, M.A. 


FOUR EXHIBITIONS have just been established at this School, each 
of the annual value of £60, and each tenable for 4 years at any College, 
Hospital, or Institution approved by the visitor. They are available to 


ai 


Kr EDWARD THE VI.’s 





STATES SURVEYED, MAPPED, and VALUED 

by Mr. A. M. DUNLOP, Surveyor and Land Agent. 1, West- 
minster-chambers, Victoria-street, Westminster, and at Aston, Pres- 
on Brook, Cheshire. 


\REEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, well-secured on 

12 Houses, amounting to about £200, will be sold together, or in 
Two Lots, to pay 44 per cent. Principals or their solicitors only will be 
treated with. —For particulars apply by letter to Messrs. Joasson & 
WEaTHERALLS, 7, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, London. 


O SOLICITORS, LANDLORDS, and OTHERS. 

—The Advertiser wishes to lease or purchase Premises adapted 
for Commercial or other purposes, and will make all necessary outlay in 
improvements. First-class references. Commission allowed for intra- 
duction if required.—R , Esq., 41, Randolph-street, Camden-road, N.W. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 

JANUARY LIST of ESTATES and OUSES, including landed 
estates, town and country residences, hunting and shooting quarters, 
farms, ground-rents, rent-charges, nouse property, and investments gene- 
rally, may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C., 
or by post for one stamp. Particulars for insertion jin the February List 
must be received by the 28th January at latest. 

















South Belgravia.—Excellent L hold Family Resid , facing the 
garden of St. George’s-square, to which there is a right of access, for 
tale, with possession. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER 
will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, FEB. 18, at TWO, the 
convenient FAMILY RESIDENCE, 38, St. George’s-square, comprising 
eight bed and dressing rooms, bath room, two drawing rooms (communi- 
cating), dining room, library, study, kitchen, and all convenient offices. 
Held for about 70 years at £19 per annum. Possession on completion of 
purchase. 
Particulars of 
Messrs. HAMBER & HARRISON, Solicitors, 20, King’s Arms-yard, 

Moorgate-street ; and 

of the Auctioneers, 89, Cheapside. 





Finch-lane, Threadneed'e street —By order of the Liquidators.—Suites 
of Offices, on the ground and first floorsof No. 8, Finch-lane, lately in 
the occupation of the Western Insurance Company, and particularly 
suitable fur a banking, insurance, or other public company, for Sale, 
with possession. 

ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER, 
will SELL, at the MART, near the Bank, on TUESDAY, FEBRKU- 

ARY 25, at TWO, the LEASE ot the SUITES of OFFICES on the ground 

and first floors, as above, covering an area of about 3,450 square feet, and 

strong roomin basement. Held for about 10 years, at £1,485 per annum. 
Particulars of 
Messrs. DREW & WILKINSON, Solicitors, 151, Bermondsey-street, 


S.E.; 
and of the auctioneers, 80, Cheapside. 





. near to, and on the borders of the City ef London.—Freehold 
» let on lease at bo _ annum.—For Sale, by order of the 





Medical and other Professional Students, as well as to those pr g 
te the Universities. 
A Prospectus and a copy of the last Report will be sent on application 


tothe Head Master. 
ANDLES.—A hint to Purchasers—Do not make 


! sure that you know what price you are paying per pound for your 
Candles until you have stripped them and put them in the scale. Some 
Candles are right weight without the wrappers, some with moderately 
thick wrappers, some with very thick wrappers, and some are not nearly 
right weight with wrappers however thick. PRICE’S ‘GOLD MEDAL 
PALMITINE,” ** SHERWOOD PALMITINE, | ” “ BELMONT SPERM,”’ 
and “ BELMONT WAX,” “ BEST,” “No. 2,” °* No. 3,” and “ BATTER- 
SEA COMPOSITES,”’** PRICE’S PARAKFFINE,” and * * BELMONTINE,’ 
and ali the other candles of Price’s Patent Candle Company (Limited), are 
full weight without the wrappers. 








‘ANDLES.—If you do not want your candles ex- 
clusively for show, but with pleasantness of appearance uire 
excellence of burning, buy ‘‘ PRICE’S GOLD MEDAL PALMITINE,” 
or their “SHERWOOD PALMITINE,” A: their good old-fashioned 
“ BELMONT SPERM,” or “ BELMONT WAX,” or their “ BEST,” 
“No, 2,” ** No. 3,” or “ BATTERSEA ” COMPOSITE, in preference to 
the finest, = most transparent Paraffine cand!es. But if you must 
have the extreme transparency of pure Paraffine, ‘ PRICE’S 
PARAFFINE, ” or their‘ BELMONTINE” will give it to you in perfec- 
tion, and at a more moderate ong than is usually charged for any other 
really first-class Paraffine Cand 
The new toilet soap ** PRICE’ 's “SOLIDIFIED GLYCERINE,” contain- 
ing half its weight of their concentrated distilled Glycerine, should be 
in general use in every house before the winter comes on, because of its 
admirable effects in preventing chapping of the hands and face. In 
every house there ought also to be one of the sealed bottles of their con- 
centrated distilled Glycerine, known everywhere as “PRICE'S GLY- 
CERINE,” and prescribed by the most eminent medical men abroad as well 
as at home, asthe one only Glycerine for medical use whether ex- 


ternally 
v PRICE'S PANOY SOAPS ofthe different sorts usually made are 
——, and eommmaed | . constantly increasing sale. The “ Solidified 
Giyceri spoken of above is, however, the one fancy soap to to — 
, Paige's NEW, PATEN t NIGHT LIGHTS, ” for burning 
fiers, ore ed to be the very best Night Lights a « PRICE'S 
_, MIGHT LIGHTS,” at burning without glasses, and their 
different sorts of “ CHAMBER CANDLES,” are so well known, and so 


Tresere ‘of the late Mrs. Jub i. 
\ ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER, 
Av. will SELL, at the MART, near the Bank, on TUESDAY, FEB. 
25, at TWO, the FREEHOLD PREMISES, No. 23, Brooke-street, Holborn, 
comprising a dwelling-house. With three upper floors, and kitchen and 
offices in the basement, shop, with plate-glass front, and werehouse and 
workshops in the rear. The property has a frontage of about 22ft., 
covers an area of nearly 1,600 square feet, It is let on lease at a net 
rental of £45 per annum. 

Particulars of 

Messrs. MERRIMAN & PIKE, Solicitors, 25, Austinfriars ; 

and of the auctioneers, 80, Cheapside. 





Just published, cr. 8vo, pp. 428, cloth 7s. 6d., 


ETHERFIELD’S COUNTY COURTS ACT, 
1867, Rules, &c., forming, with Practice Notes and full Index, 
a —* manual for Office and Court use. Also “COUNTY COURT 
BANKRUPTCY AND TRUST DEEDS, 1s.—Post 
free a s. 3.. ‘Gresham-buildings, Guildhall, E.C. 


iv ste AND ALEXANDER 





PRINTERS, 
7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C., 


Parliamentary Bills, Appeals, Bills of Complaint, Memorandums and 
Articles of Association, Legal Forms, Notices, &c. 

Prospectuses of Public Companies, Share Certificates, Show Cards, 
Cheques, Insurance Tables, Policies, Proposal Forms. 

Catalogues, Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Posting Bills, and all 
General Printing. 





ILLS OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWERS 
FOR CASH, 4s. 6d, PER PAGE, 
A Lower Charge tian has hitherto been offered by the Trade, 
Paice iF Put To Account, 
10 Copies. 20 Copies. 30 Copies. 
8 pages.........£2 2s. Os. £2 3s. 6d. £2 4s. Gd. 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law, PARLIAMENTARY, AND GENERAL | at 


50 Copies. 
£2 6s, 6d, 





generally ysed and appreciated, as not to need any special notice hero, 


7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E, 
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LONDON AND COUNTY BANKING COMPANY, 





ESTABLISHED 


1836. 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £2,500,000, IN 50,000 SHARES OF £50 EACH, 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £925,428. 


RESERVE FUND, £425,428. 








NATHANIEL ALEXANDER, Esa. 

JOHN EDMUND ANDERDON, Esa. 
THOMAS TYRINGHAM BERNARD, Esa. 
PHILIP PATTON BLYTH, Esa. 

JOHN WILLIAM BURMESTER, Esa. 
HUGH C, E. CHILDERS, Esa., M.P. 





JOHN FLEMING, Esa. 
FREDERICK FRANCIS, Esa. 

ED. W. T. HAMILTON, Esa., M.P. 
FREDERICK HARRISON, Esa. 
WILLIAM CHAMPION JONES, Esa. 
WILLIAM NICOL, Esa. 


General Manager—WILLIAM McKEWAN, Esa. 
Chief Inspector—W. J. NORFOLK, Esa. 
Assistant General Manager—WILLIAM HOWARD, Esa. 
Chief Accountant—JAMES GRAY, Esa. 
Inspectors of Branches—H. J. LEMON, Esa., and C. SHERRING, Esa. 
Secretary—F. CLAPPISON, Esa. 


HEAD OrricE—21, LOMBARD STREET. 








AT THE ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING OF THE PROPRIETORS, 
HELD ON THURSDAY, THE Gth FEBRUARY, 1868, 
AT THE CITY TERMINUS HOTEL, CANNON STREET STATION, 
The following Report for the Year ending the 81st December, 1867, was read by the Secretary. 
WILLIAM NICOL, ESQ., IN THE CHAIR. 





The directors in submitting to the proprietors the balance-sheet of the bank for the half-year ending the 31st of December last, have the 
pleasure to report that. after paying all charges, and interest vo customers, and making provisions for bad and donbtful debts, the net profits 
amount to £32,624 15s. 41. This sum, added tv £7,031 1s. Id., vrouzht forward from the last account, produces a total of £89, 705 16s. 5d, 


The usual dividend of 6 per cent. is recommended, together with a bonus of 3 per cent. for the haif-year, both free of income tax, which will 
absorb £81,495 0s. 3d., and leave £7,810 163. 2d, to be carried forward to prot and loss new account, ‘The dividend for the whole year 1867 will 
thus be 20 per cent. 


The directors have to announce the retirement of Coles Child, Esq., from the board on account of ill health, and the election of Frederick Francis 
Esq., in his stead. This creates a vacancy in the auditorship, which iti is in the power of the meeting to fill up. 


The directors retiring by rotation are Hugh Culling Eardley Childers, Esq., M.P., Philip Patton Blyth, Esq, and Edward William Terreck 
Hamilton, Esq., M P., who being eligible, offer themselves for re-clection. 


The dividend and bonus (together £1 1¢s. per share), free of income tax, will be payable at the Mead Oflice, or at any of the branches, on 
and after Monday, the 17th inst. 





BALANCE SHEET of the London and County Banking Company, 31st December, 1867. 
Dr. 


Cr. 
s. d. | By Cash on hand at Head Office, and £ s. d. 2 «4 
Branches, and with Bank of England., 1,979,418 19 1! 
By Cush placed at Call and at notice, 


To Capital cccccccccccccccccccsccce £1,000,000 0 0 
To Instalments unpaid not yetdue .. 74,572 0 0 
—— 925,428 0 6 
To Reserve Fund......-ssssseees 500,00) 0 0 
To instalments unpaid not yet due .... 74,572 0 0 


_—_—_—— 


covered by SCCUTILICS..ccceceeeeeeeee 1,331,172 2 6 
—— 3,310,591 1 7 
Tnvestments, viz.— 
By Government and Guaranteed Stocks. 1,07°,175 11 . 
} By Other Stocks and Securities ........ 63,448 3 
-——-— ri 138,623 15 2 


8,979 511 17 8 


- 1,790,150 1 8 
———10,769,701 19 
By Freehold Premises in Lombard.street and Nicholas- 
lane, Freehold and Leasehold Property at the 
Branches, with Fixtures and niet he scesseseeee 218,328 11 3 
Ry Interest paid to Customers .....0-ee0+eseeees «. 37,346 19 7 
3y Salaries and all other Expenses “at Head Oifice and 
Branches, including Income Tax on Profits, and 
SHIMUED ‘ccssccctconnnssccechtcnpecctccmeeckece |) MR ee 


—_—— oor -——_— 


£15,570,220 6 1 £15,570,220 6 1 


425,428 0 0 
To Amount due by the Bank for Custo- 
mers’ Balances, &¢.......0006 12,'95,149 19 3 
To Liabilities on Acceptances, covered 
1,790,160 1 


By Discounted Bil!s, and advances to Cus- 
by guarantees and securities .. 8 
—————— 13,965,310 0 11 


tomers in Town and Country ... 

By liabilities of Customers for Drafts 

To Profit and Loss Balance brought accepted by Bank (as per contra)... 
from last Account.......+.. 7,081 1 1 

To Gross Profit for the Tialf-year, 
after making provision for 
Bad and Doubtful Detts...... 226,973 4 1 

a —— )3=— 264,054 5 2 
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